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Introduction 

The  Social-Economic  Profile  (SEP)  is  intended  to  serve  as  a  method  of 
identifying  and  organizing  social  and  economic  data.   This  data  will  be 
further  analysed  in  the  BLM'S  Planning  Area  Analysis  (BLM  1607),  and  used 
in  the  preparation  of  a  Management  Framework  Plan  (BLM  1608),  for  each 
resource  area  in  the  BLM  district.   The  SEP  is  also  designed  to  be  used 
in  preparation  of  public  participation  plans  (BLM  1601,  Appendix  2),  re- 
source activity  plans,  and  environmental  analysis  (BLM  1790).   In  terms 
of  management  considerations,  the  Social-Economic  Profile  is  intended  to 
consider  the  human  element,  of  the  planning  area— where  and  how  people  live, 
how  they  make  a  living,  and  what  they  value  in  cocial  and  economic  terms. 

This  particular  Social-Economic  Profile  covers  the  Winnemucca  District 
statistical  region.  This  statistical  region  includes  Humboldt  and  Pershing 
Counties,  and  Washoe  County  north  of  the  Pyramid  Lake  Indian  Reservation. 
This  Profile  will  be  used  in  preparation  of  Management  Framework  Plans  tor 
the  Paradise-Denio  Resource  Area  (which  is  roughly  Humboldt  County  north 
of  the  Humboldt  River)  and  the  Gerlach-Sonoma  Resource  Area  (which  includes 
most  of  Pershing  and  parts  of  Humbolt,  Churchill,  and  Lyon  Counties). 

Illustration  1  is  a  map  showing  where  the  Winnemucca  District  is  within 

the  State  of  Nevada.   Illustration- 2  shows  what  counties  are  in  the  District 

Illustration  3  shows  the  resource  area  divisions  within  the  District. 

This  Social-Economic  Profile  does  not  cover  the  entirety  of  the  Winnemucca 
District  rather  it  covers  Humboldt  and  Pershing  Counties  and  the  area  oi 
Washoe  County  around  Gerlach  township.   The  remainder  of  the  Winnemucca 
BLM  District  is  made  up  of  fragments  of  Churchill  and  Lyon  Counties  which 
will  be  covered  in  other  Social-Economic  Profiles.   The  reason  fornot  in- 
cluding these  fragments  in  the  SEP  is  that  there  is  no  available  viable 
method  of  isolating  data  on  these  small  areas. 

The  geography  of  the  area  is  similar  to  most  of  the  Great  Basin.  There 
are  a  series  of  intermittent  mountain  ranges  generally  running  north-south 
With  broad  flat  valleys  between  the  ranges.   The  Humboldt  River  Valley 
dominates  most  of  the  district.   The  Humboldt  River  ends  at  Humboldt  Lake 
which  empties  into  a  sink  on  the  border  of  Pershing  and  Churchill  Counties. 

The  historic  lines  of  travel  and  settlement  were  along  the  Humboldt  River. 
This  pattern  of  use  has  continued  to  the  present  day.   The  two  population 
centers  are  at  Winnemucca  and  Lovelock.   (See  population  distribution  under 
Section  II.)  At  one  time  (prior  to  1918)  Pershing  County  was  part  of 
Humboldt  County.   However,  there  was  a  traditional  social  and  economic 
rivalry  for  domination  of  the  district  which  split  the  two  areas.   In  .he 
outlying  rural  portions  of  the  district,  the  population  is  quite  sparse. 

The  climate  can  be  described  as  northern  desert.  The  area  is  arid  in  the 
lowlands  and  semiarid  in  the  mountains.  The  soils  in  some  areas  are  con- 
sidered good  and  can  become  highly  productive  when  irrigated.  Agriculture 


■IMIIIilMIHlllWBIIIIIIHIIIliWllMiBlllillMIIIIIIWIIWi 


is  very  important  to  both  counties  with  trade,  services,  and  government 
as  the  other  important  industries.  Mining  has  been  historically  important 
but  has  declined  in  importance  in  recent  times. 

Human  settlements,  outside  of  the  concentrations  at  Winnemucca  and  Lovelock, 
are  sparse  and  usually  located  near  easily  available  water  (surface  water 
is  normally  seasonally-  intermittent) .  Most  surface  runoff  occurs  in  the 
spring  with  very  few.  year-round  large  streams.  The  Humboldt  River  is  the 
main  body  of  water  in  the  area. 

The  population  of  the  district  is  largely  of  European  ancestry  with  some 
American  Indians  concentrated  at  Summit  Lake  and  Fort  McDermitt,  Indian 
Reservations  within  the  district,  and  Pyramid  Lake  just  outside  the  district. 
The  smaller  communities  are  connected  by  a  network  of  all-weather  roads 
maintained  by  the  counties.  The  two  major  towns  of  Winnemucca  and  Lovelock 
are  connected  by  Interstate  80  which  parallels  the  Humboldt  River.  High- 
ways U.S.  95  and  State  8A  connect  the  northern  areas  with  Winnemucca.  Trade 
patterns  are  largely  determined  by  proximity  to  population  and  economic  centers. 
Most  of  the  district  shops  in  Winnemucca;  however,  residents  in  northern 
Humboldt  County  often  drive  to  Boise,  Idaho,  while  residents  of  the  Gerlach 
and  Lovelock  areas  travel  to  Reno  for  extensive  shopping.   In  terms  of 
social  and  political  orientation,  the  district  appears  to  be  oriented 
towards  the  Reno  and  Carson  City  area. 
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Social 


* •  Population  and  Selected  Social-Economic  Characteristics: 
Magnitude,  trends,  distribution,  and  selected  social-economic  characteristics 
are  discussed  for  Humboldt  and  Pershing  Counties.   The  township  of  Gerlach 
in  Washoe  Count/  is  also  included  at  the  end  of  this  population  section, 
although  Gerlach  figures  are  not  included  in  Winnemucca  District  totals. 
(U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Census  of  Population,  1970,  Nevada.) 

a.  Humboldt  County:     In  1970  the  total  Humboldt  County  popu- 
lation of  6,375  was  comprised  of  3,306  males  (52%)  and  3,069  females  (48%). 
Of  the  total,  2,258  were  age  18  and  younger  (35%)  and  547  (8%)  were  age 
65  and  older  (Table  1).   The  age  distribution  pattern  (Illustration  4)  shows 
a  declining  shift  between  the  ages  15-44  and  after  age  70  and  a  slight  in- 
crease in  the  younger  and  middle  age  groups.   The  ratio  of  males  to  females 
is  fairly  uniform  except  for  the  20-24  bracket  which  shows  fewer  males. 
For  the  same  period  the  State's  1970  population  of  488,738  comprised  51 
percent  males  and  49  percent  females  of  which  170,149  or  35  percent  were 
under  the  age  18  and  30,968  or  6  percent  were  age  65  and  over  (Table  1). 
Age  distribution  for  the  State,  as  a  whole,  is  rather  uniform  with  popula- 
tion decreases  occurring  in  those  groups  age  5  and  older.   Likewise,  sex 
ratios  are  constant  throughout  the  range  (Illustration  5) . 

The  median  age  in  Humboldt  County  (Table  1)  is  30.3  years  as  compared  to 
the  State's  median  age  of  27.8  years.   Persons  per  household  in  Humboldt 
County  totaled  2.93  as  compared  to  2.99  for  the  State.  The  population  in 
Humboldt  County  amounts  to  a  little  more  than  1  percent  of  the  total  for 
Nevada.  • 

Humboldt  County  is  sparsely  populated  with  an  average  density  of  0.7  persons 
per  square  mile  (Table  2)  compared  to  4.4  for  the  State.  Urban  population, 
or  those  inhabitants  of  Winnemucca,  total  3,587  or  56.3  percent  of  the  total. 
Illustration  7  shows  that  population  distribution  is  centered  around  Winne- 
inucca,  in  addition  to  small  settlements  located  along  Interstate  80  (Gol- 
conda)  and  U.S.  Highway  95  (Paradise  Valley,  Orovada^and  McDermitt) . 
Statewide  urban  population  comprises  80.9  percent  of  the  total  for  the 
State  and  is  primarily  concentrated  in  the  Las  Vegas  and  Reno  urbanized 
areas  (Illustration  9). 

The  race  characteristics  of  Humboldt  County  are  rather' homogeneous  in  that 
they  are  predominately  white  (89,9%)  represented  by  a  total  of  5,735  (Table 
3).  Minority  groups  total  population  include  62  blacks  (1%),  519  Indian- 
Americans  8.1%),  10  Orientals  (0.2%),  and  49  others  (0.8%)  to  represent  10.1 
percent  of  the  comity's  total  population.   For  comparison,  the  State's  total 
population  comprises  91.7  percent  whites,  5.7  blacks,  1.6  percent  Indian- 
Americans,  0.6  percent  Oriental  and  0.4  percent  others.   Persons  in  the 
county  are,  for  the  most  part,  educated  to  a  secondary  level  as  indicated 
in  Table  4.  As  shown,  48.7  percent  of  all  males  25  and  older  and  53.9 


percent  of  all  females  25  and  older  have  obtained  a  median  number  of  11.8  ■ 
and  12.1  school  years  completed,  respectively.  The  State  as  a  whole  has 
achieved  a  higher  educational  achievement  for  both  males  (12.3  years  com- 
pleted) and  females  (12,4  years  completed). 

The  urban-rural  distribution  in  Humboldt  County  is  different  from  the  State 
in  that  the  county  is  less  heavily  urban  oriented  (Table  5) .   In  1970  rural 
non-farm  and  rural  farm  population  comprised  32.5  percent  and  11.7  percent 
respectively,  for  the  county.   It  should  be  noted  that  in  the  decade  between 
1960  and  1970  rural  non-farm  and  rural  farm  population  has  increased  slightly. 
This  increase  is  a  reverse  trend  experienced  by  the  State  as  a  whole, 
which  has  gained  in  urban  population  for  the  same  period.   Those  residing 
outside  the  city  limits  of  incorporated  cities  and  towns  account  for  the 
rural  non-farm  population.  As  existing  towns  are  incorporated,  and  de- 
veloping areas  are  added  to  existing  cities,  the  urban/rural  ratio  would 
change  accordingly.  See  the  population  distribution  map  for  Humboldt  County, 
Illustration  7. 

Census  data  for  1970  (Table  6)  shows  that  the  number  of  persons  in  Humboldt 
County  increased  by  567  or  about  12  percent  in  the  decade  between  1960 
and  1970. 

Table  7  indicates  the  components  of  population  change  for  the  1960-1970 
period.  As  shown,  persons  moving  into  the  county  almost  equal  those  leaving 
it,  therefore,  resulting  in  a  small  percentage  change  (0.1  percent). 

Births  within  the  county  accounted  for  1,431  people  during  the  1960 !s,  and 
are  primarily  responsible  for  population  growths  rather  than  in-migration. 
The  opposite  is  true  for  the  State  as  a  whole  which  gained  approximately 
by  144,000  or  50  percent  more  people  entering  than  leaving.  Migration  into 
Nevada,  on  an  average  annual  basis,  has  accounted  for  70  percent  of  the 
State's  population  growth  since  1950. 

Since  the  1920' s  Humboldt  County's  population  has  gradually  increased  and 
is  projected  to  reach  9,200  in  the  year  2020  (Table  8) .   By  1980  the  popu- 
lation in  Humboldt  County  is  expected  to  increase  from  6,375  to  7,200,  or 
about  12  percent.   The  State  is  predicted  to  grow  at  a  much  faster  rate, 
increasing  by  281,000  or  about  58  percent  from  1970  to  1980. 

b.  Pershing  County:   In  1970' Pershing  County's  population  total 
of  2, 670 was  comprised  of  1,361  males  (51%)  and  1,309  females  (49?c)  .   While 
the  State's  population  had  a  total  of  30,968  age  65  and  older,  Pershing 
County's  population  in  that  age  group  was  303  or  11  percent  of  its  total. 
Of  the  total  county  population,  903  persons  were  18  or  younger  (34%)  as 
compared  to  35  percent  for  the  State  (Table  1).   Age  distribution  for  the 
county  (Illustration  6)  shows  a  pronounced  declining  shift  between  the  ages 
15  and  34,  after  age  55,  and  in  the  age  group  under  5,  increasing  slightly 
for  other  age  groups.  The  ratio  of  males  to  females  remains  constant  through- 
out the  range  which  is  also  indicative  of  the  State  as  a  whole.  Age  distri- 
bution statewide  is  rather  uniform  with  decreases  occurring  in  those  groups 
age  5  and  older  (Illustration  5) . 


The  median  age  in  Pershing  County  (Table  1)  is  33.7,  being  higher  than  both 
Humboldt  County  at  30.3  years  and  the  State  at  27.8  years.   Persons  per 
household  in  Pershing  County  totaled  2.81  as  compared  to  2.99  for  the  State. 
The  population  in  Pershing  County  amounts  to  less  than  1  percent  of  the 
total  for  Nevada. 

Pershing  County  is  sparsely  populated  with  an  average  density  of  0.4 
persons  per  square  mile  (Table  2)  compared  to  0.7  for  Humboldt  County  and 
4.4  for  the  State.   By  definition  Pershing  County  is  classified  100  percent 
rural  since  the  1970  census  recorded  no  persons  living  in  urbanized  areas 
or  in  places  of  2,500  inhabitants  or  more.  The  city  of  Lovelock  recorded 
a  total  population  of  only  1,571  in  1970.   Illustration  8  shows  that 
population  distribution  is  centered  at  Lovelock  in  addition  to  settlements 
along  Interstate  80  and  in  Buena  Vista  Valley  on  State  Highway  50.   It  is 
noteworthy  that  89.9  percent  of  the  total  State  population  is  concentrated 
in  the  Las  Vegas  and  Reno  urbanized  areas  (Illustration  9). 

The  population  of  Pershing  County  is  predominately  white  (94.1%)  represented 
by  a  total  of  2,513  (Table  3).  Minority  groups  total  population  includes 
four  blacks  (0.1%),  126  Indian-Americans  (4.7%),  19  Orientals  (0.8%)  and 
18  others  (0.3%),  to  represent  5.9  percent  of  the  county's  total  population. 
For  comparison,  the  State's  total  population  comprises  91.7  percent  white, 
5.7  percent  black,  1.6  percent  Indian- American,  0.6  percent  Oriental  and 
0.4  others. 

As  indicated  by  Table  4,  persons  in  the  county  are  educated  to  a  secondary 
level.   Locally,  in  all  groups,  males  and  females  age  25  and  older  have 
obtained  a  median  number  of  12.1  and  12.3  school  years  completed,  respectively. 
Statewide,  males  and  females  have  completed  a  median  number  of  12.3  and  12.4 
school  years,  respectively.  ; 

Pershing  is  totally  rural  oriented  with  82.2  percent  of  the  population  re- 
siding in  Lovelock  or  outside  its  city  limits  and  in  small  towns.  Only 
17.8  percent  of  the  populace  reside  on  farms.  The  trend  between  1960  and 
1970  has  been  a  slight  increase  in  the  number  of  people  living  on  farms 
and  a  decrease  of  those  residing  in  rural  non-farm  situations.  For  the 
same  period  the  State  has  gained  in  urban  population  decreasing  both  in 
rural  non-farm  and  rural  farm  numbers  (Table  5). 

Census  data  for  1970  (Table  6)  shows  a  16.5  percent  decline  in  population 
between  the  years  1960-1970.   In  the  preceding  decade  between  5950  and  I960, 
however,  the  county's  population  increased  by  96  persons  or  3.1  percent. 
In  comparison  the  total  State  population  experienced  growth  rates  of  78. 3 
and  71.3  for  the  1950  and  1960  decades,  respectively. 

Components  of  population  change  (Table  7)  shows  769  persons  moving  away  for  a 
24  percent  change.   Births  within  the  county  fall  short  of  balancing  out- 
migration,  therefore,  a  decline  in  total  population  is  evident.   In  comparison 
Nevada  has  experienced  an  in-migration  of  144,000  people  (50.4%)  for  the  same 
period. 


Population  growth  in  Pershing  County  has  been  erratic  over  the  past  50  years, 
decreasing  in  the  1920's  and  again  in  the  1960's  after  slight  gains.   By 
1980  and  2020  the  county's  population  is  projected  to  reach  3,300  and  4,000, 
respectively.   The  State's  population  as  a  whole  is  expected  to  grow  at  a 
much  faster  rate  (Table  8) . 


TABLE  1 

1970  Population  Characteristics 

Sex  and  Age 


Total 

No.  of 

Per- 

No.  of 

Per- 

Median 

Under 

Per- 

Over 

Per- 

1 

County 

Population 

Males 

cent 

Females 

cent 

Age 

18  years 

cent 

65  years!  cent 

• 

Humboldt 

6,575 

3 ,  306 

52 

3,069 

48 

30.3 

2,238 

35 

547 

8 

Pershing 

2,670 

1,361 

51 

1,309 

49  " 

35.7 

903 

34 

503 

11 

Total 

9,045 

4,667 

52 

4,378 

48 

-- 

3,141 

35 

850 

9m 

Nevada 

488.7 

247.8 

51 

240.9 

49 

27.8 

170.1 

35 

31.0 

6 

(lOOO's) 

Source:   U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Census  of  Population,  1970, 
General  Population  Characteristics,  Nevada  PC(1)-C50, 
Tables  25  and  35.   Washington,  D.C. :   U.S.  GPO,  1971. 


TABLE  2 
1970  Population  Characteristics 
Density  and  Distribution 


County 


Humboldt 
Pershing 


Total 


Nevada 


Land  Area 
In  Sq.  Mi. 


9,702 
6,001 


15,703 


109,889 


Total 
Population 


6,375 
2,670 


9,047 


488,738 


Persons  Per 
Sq.  Mile 


0.7 
0.4 


0.6 


Urban 


Per- 
cent 


3,587 


4.4 


3,587 


395,336 


Rural 


80.9   93,402 


Source:   U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Census  of  Population,  1970, 
.  Number  of  Inhabitants,  Nevada  PC(1)-A50_,  Table  9. 
Washington,  D.C:   U.S.  GPO,  1971. 


Per- 
cent 


56.3   2,788    43.7 

2,670   100.  C* 
56.3   5,458    60.3 


19, 


10 


County 


Humboldt 
Pershing 
Total 


Nevada 
(1000' s) 


TABLE  3 
1970  Population  Characteristics 
Race 


Total 


White 


Black   j   Indian 


6,375  5,735   89.9   62    1.0   519   8.1 
2.670  2,513  94.1    4    0-1 


Oriental 


Other 


(No.)  !  ("%)  1  (No.)  i  (%) 

10    0.2    49   0.8 

126   4.7    19    0.8     8   0.3 


9,045  8,248  91.2 


66   0.7   645   7.2 


29   0.3    57   0.6 


.7  448.2  91.7   27.8   5.7   7.9   1.6    2.9   0.6   2.0   0.4 


^r-c7ru^7Tu7e^r^T^ 

Gex^aJ^OaJ^^ 

TableTT7,  18  &  34.   Washington,  D.C.:   U.S.  GPO,  IS/1 


TABLE  4 
1970  Population  Characteristics 

Education 


County 


Humboldt 


Males 
25  yrs. 
&  Older 


1,962 


Med.  Sch. 
Years 
Completed 


Pershing 

836 

Total 

2,798 

Nevada 

135,016 

11.8 

12.1 


11.9 


12.3 


%  High 

School 

Grad 


48.7 
53.2 


Females 
25  yrs. 
&  Older 


1,718 
749 


2,467 


130,073 


Med.  Sch. 
Years 
Completed 


12.1 
12.2 


12.2 


12.4 


%  High 

School 

Grad 


53.9 

61.4 


s^i-nj7s7iruTeiu^rth^^  mJ0 

'— i    *-<*   .nd^cciiar^rs     N^PC(l)   CO,, 
Tables  73  and  120.     Washington,   D.C;  U.S.   GPO,   iy//. 
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County 


Humboldt 
Pershing 


Total 


Nevada 
(1000's) 


TABLE  5 
1970  Population  Characteristics 
Urban-Rural  Distribution 


Total 

Population 


6,375 
2,670 


9,045 


488.7 


Urban 


1960 


1970 


60.4 


55.8 


70.4 


80.9 


%  Rural  Non-Farm  |  %  Rural  Farm 


1960 


1970 


28.1 
86.4 


32.5 
82.2 


26.1 


17.0 


"Source:   U.S.  Bureau  of  Census,  Census  of  Population,  1970, 
General  Population  Characteristics,  Nevada  PC(1). 
Washington,  D.C.:   U.S.  GPO,  1971. 


1960    1970 


11.4 
13.6 


3.5 


11.7 
17.8 


2.1 


Total 


Nevada 
(1000's) 


TABLE  6 
Historic  Population  Changes 


County 

1950 

1960 

1950-1960 
%  Change 

1970 

1960-1970 
%'  Change 

Humboldt 
Pershing 

4,838 
3,103 

5,708 
3,199 

18.0 
3.1 

6,375 
2.670 

11.7 
-16.5 

7,941 


160.0 


8,907 


285.3 


1.2 


78.3 


9,045 


488.7 


Source:   U.S.  Bureau  of  Census,  Census  of  Population,  1970, 
General  Population  Characteristics,  Nevada  PC(1) 
Washington,  D.C.:   U.S.  GPO,  1971. 


1.5 


71.3 
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TABLE  7 
Components  of  Population  Change,  1960-1970 


County 

1960 
Natural  a/ 
Increase 

-1970  Change 
Net  b/ 
Migration 

% 
Change 

Humboldt 
Pershing 
Total 

1 

,431 
643 

-6 
-769 

-0 

-24 

1 
0 

Nevada 

91 

030 

143. 

733 

50 

4 

a/  "Natural  Increase"  refers  to  births  recorded  within  the  county. 

b/  "Net  Migration"  indicates  the  balance  between  the  number  of  persons 
who  moved  into  and  out  of  the  county. 


TABLE  8 
Historic  Population  (1960-1970)a/ 
and  Baseline  Projections  (1980-2020)b/ 


County 


Humboldt 
Pershing 

Total 

Nevada 


1960 


1970 


1980 


1990 


5,708 
3,199 


6,375 
2,670 


7,200 
3,300 


8,000 
3,700 


8,907 


9,045     10,500 


11,700 


285.3     488.77 


770.0     1,082.0 


2000 


8,600 

3,900 


a/  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Census  of  Population,  Washington,  D.C. 
"   U.S.  GPO,  1970. 

b_/  Nevada  State  Engineering  Office,  Water  for  Nevada, 

Forecasts  for  the  Future,  Population,  State  of  Nevada 
Water  Planning  Report  No.  5.,  Carson  City,  1973. 


>020 


9,200 
4,000 


12,500    13,200 


1,319.0   1,564.0 


15 


1970 


85    a    OLDER 

MA 

1  F  S 

FEMALES 

■    

80  -  84 

75  -79 

-       - — 

70-74 

65—69 

" 

60  -  64 

i                                                                 ■                       i 

...         ...... 

55-  59 

i 
| 

50  -   54 

:               1 

! 

45  —  49 



i 

40-  44 

35-  39 

i              1 

30-  34 

•  ~  ~™         ~ 

25-  29 

: 

20-24 

'                 | 

15  —    19 

■   -   - 

10  -  14 

—     -    ■ 

j 

5-9          I 

i 

■ 

UNDER  5 

!                              ''           1 

1 

r~    ii 

1 

[       i 

150  120  90  60  30   0 


0  60  90  120150 


NUMBER    OF    PEOPLE 


SHlh 


1 1 


)  U  N 


SOURCE.-        U.S.    BUREAU     OF     THE     CENSUS.        CENSUS     OF     POPULATION,     1970, 

GENERAL     POPULATION     CHARACTERISTICS,    NEVADA     PD     (]  )-B  30.  TABLE     25. 
WASHINGTON     D.C.:        U.S.     GPO,     1971 


1970     CENSUS 


85    a    OLDER 


80  -  84 


75  -79 


70  -74 


65-  69 


60—  64 


55-  59 


50  -  54 


45  -  49 


40  —  44 


35 


30-  34 


25-  29 


20.-2- 


15 


10 


14 


D  — 


UNDER  5 


i  VI A  L  L.  o 


FEMALES 


< 


250  200  150  100   50    "  0      50    100  150  200250 


NUMBER    OF    PEOPLE 
NEVADA    (100's) 


SOURCE:        U.S.    BUREAU     OF     THE     CENSUS.        CENSUS     OF     POPULATION      1970 

GENERAL     POPULATION     CHARACTERISTICS,    NEVADA    PD     MJ-B30  TABLE     25 
WASHINGTON     D.C.i        U.S.     GPO       1971 


1970  CENSUS 


85    8.    OLDER 

j 

MALES 

FEMALES 

i 

80  -  84 

■  1 

• 

75  -79 

! 

1 

70  -74 

& 

i 

65—69 

• 

i 

60-64 

-  — ■ 

| 

1 

1 

55  —  59 

: 

[ 

50  -  54 

- 

1 

1 

45  -  49 

r 
* 

40  —  44 

1 

35  —  39 

— 

1 

' "  '                           i 
30-  34 

i 

! 

F 

25-29           j 

| 

i 

i 

s 

20  -24 

-   - 

■1 

J 

15  -   19 

• 

10  -  14 



:  i 
|  : 

i 

1 

5-     9 

s 

1 

.       UNDER   5 

I 

1 

~~ 

r™ 

r     ii 

I 

• 

00  400300  209  100  0'  100  200  300  400  500 


NUMBER    OF    PEOP 
HUMBOLDT    COUNTY 


SOURCE:        U.S.     BUREAU     OF     THE     CENSUS.        CENSUS     OF     POPULATION,     1970, 

GENERAL     POPULATION     CHARACTERISTICS,     NEVADA     PD     (  1 J-B30, TABLE     25. 
WASHINGTON     D.C.:        U.S.     GPO,     197] 


OREGON 


LEGEND 


-^-•-"  M=jor  Hlghwoy 

Numbers  indicote  the  number 
of  people  per  !00  sq.  miles  in 
'ha  nrca. 

So-rco  -  S.T.   Broo'rturst, 
M*=iay  School   of  MLr.i* 
University  ol  Keyed:!,  Reno 


\  To  Elko 


Illustration  7 


1970    POPULATION    DISTRIBUTION  ,  HUMBOLDT    COUNTY 


LEGEND 


25 


To 
Winnemuccc 

9— 


..  i  ii    Major  Hi^hwoy 

Numbers   indicote   th«   number 
of  people  par   100  sq.  miles  in 
1he  ores. 

Source  i  S.T.  Brodhurst, 
Mackay  School   of  Mines 
University  of  Nevada,  Reno 


Illustration  8 


I970    POPULATION   DISTRIBUTION  , -PERSHING  COUNTY 


Numbers    indicate    the   number    of 
people   in   on  oreo.  oppt^ximolely 

50  miles   by    50    miles   (2,500    eq.  m!.) 


Illustration  9 

1970    Population    Distribution,    Nevada 
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TABLE  9 

WINNEMUCCA  DSR  RURAL-URBAN  POPULATION 

DISTRIBUTION  BY  COUNTY,  1970 


O 


AREA 
(Sq.  Mi.) 

%  OF  NEV. 
LAND  AREA 

%  OF  NEV. 
POPULATION 

%  URBAN 

%  RURAL 

AVERAGE  POPULATION 

DENSITY 
(Persons  Per  Sq.Mi.) 

NON-FARM 

FARM 

COUNTY: 

Humboldt 

9,702 

8.8 

1.3 

55.5 

35.1 

9.4 

0.7 

Pershing 

6,001 

5.4 

0.5 

0.0 

84.5 

15.5 

0.4 

DSR 

Winnemicca 

15,703 

14.2 

1.8 

30.3 

49.5 

11.2 

0.6 

STATE: 

Nevada 

109,889 

100 

100 

81 

17 

2 

4.4 

References: 

Chu  ,  S.F.,  Nevada  Population  Projection:   by  County  for  Selected  Years,  1970-2000, 
University  of  Nevada,  March  1975,  revised. 

Nevada  State  Engineer  Office,  Water  for  Nevada:   Forecasts  for  the  Future  Population, 
Water  Planning  Report  No.  5,1. 

U.S.  Water  Resources  Council,  1972  OBERS  Projections,  Regional  Economic  Activity 
in  the  U.S.,  Series  E  Population,  Volume  3,  Washington,  D.C.:   GPO,  April,  1974. 
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TABLE  10 

WINNEMUCCA  DSR  POPULATION  ESTIMATES  AND  COMPONENTS 

OF  CHANGE,  1960,  1970,  1973,  &  1974 


POPULATION  ' 

e/ 
COMPONENTS  OF  CHANGE 

1970-1973 

1960a/ 

1970b/ 

1973c/ 

1974d/ 

i           i 

NET  MIGRATION 

BIRTHS 

DEATHS  1 

1 

NUMBER  :  PERCENT 

COUNTIES  & 
1970  CENSUS 
SUBDIVISIONS: 

Huirboldt  Co. 



5,708 

6,375 

6,648 

7,358 

300 

300 

•   300 

+4.0 

Gold  Run  Two 

233 

2,577 

2,646 

100 

100 

-100 

-4/4 

McDeraitt  TVd  '  1 

1,085 

Paradise  Valley i 

257 

Union  Tvp 

4,794 

(WInneraucca) 

3,587 

1 
Pprshine  Co.         3,199 

2,670 

Lake  Tvp 

2,670 

r 

(Lovelock) 

1,571 

DSR: 

Winnemucca 

8,907 

9,045 

9,225 

10,004 

400 

400 

200 

i 
+2.2 

STATE: 
Nevada 

285,278 

488,738 

551,161 

583,563 

30,000 

13,000 

42,000 

+3.6 

' 

a/  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  U.S.  Census  of  Population:   1960,  Number  of  Inhabitants, 
~   Nevada,  Final  Report  PC(1)  -  20A,  Washington,  D.C.  :   U.S.G.P.O.,  1960.   (95S3) 

b/  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  U.S.  Census  of  Population:   1970,  Number  of  Inhabitants, 
~~   Final  Report  PC(1)  A- 30  Nevada,  Washington,  D.C:   U.S.G.P.O.,  1971.   (9553) 

c/  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Current  Population  Reports:   Population  Estimates  and 
~"   Projections,  Series  P-2S,  No.  57~3,  March  1975.   (9S53) 

d/  Chu,  Shih-fan,  Nevada  Population  by  Counties,  Bureau  of  Business  and  Economic 
Research,  University  of  Nevada,  Reno,  November  1974. 

e/  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Estimates  of  the  Population  of  Nevada  Counties:  July  1,  1972 
and  1973,  Federal-State  Coop.  Program  for  Local  Population  Estimates, (Washington ,    D.C: 
GPCTT973. 
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TABLE  11 
WINNEMUCCA  DSR 
POPULATION  PROJECTIONS  BY  COUNTY  AND  TOTAL, 


1970-2020 


to 


References 

POPULATION 

ACTUAL 

PROJECTED 

1  1970 

1980 

1985 

1990 

2000 

2020 

COUNTY: 

, ■  - 

Humboldt 

a/ 

6,375 

8,128 

8,756 

9,443 

10,948 

_ 

b/ 

6,375 

7,200 

- 

8,000 

8,600 

9,200 

Pershing 

a/ 

2,670 

2,652 

2,652 

2,652 

2,652 

- 

k/ 

2,670 

3,300 

- 

3,700 

3,950 

4,000 

DSR: 

Winnemucca 

a/ 

9,045 

10,780 

11,408 

12,085 

13,600 

- 

y 

9,045 

10,500 

- 

11,700 

12,550 

13,200 

STATE: 

Nevada 

a/ 

488,738 

728,582 

825,121 

931,400 

1,086.432 

- 

b/ 

488,738 

776,000 

- 

1,034,000 

1,237,800 

- 

c/ 

488,738 

665,900 

726,500 

803,500 

- 

.- 

WATER  RESOURCES 

SUB- AREA  c/ 

Humboldt  (ASA  1604) : 

Elko.,  Eureka,  Lander, 

Humboldt,  §  Pershing 

Counties 

26,849 

28,400 

29,800 



31,200 

33,200 

36,800 

References: 

a/  Chu,  S.F.,  Nevada  Population  Projection:  by  County  for  Selected  Years,  1970-2000, 

Bureau  of  Business  and  Economic  Research,  University  of  Nevada:  Reno,  March  1975,  revised, 
b/  Nevada  State  Engineer's  Office,  Water  for  Nevada:  Forecasts  for  the  Future-Population, 

Carson  City,  February  1973. 
c/  U.S.  Water  Resources  Council,  1972  OBERS  Projections,  Regional  Economic  Activity  in  the 
>"~   U.S. ,  %rics  E  Pop^ation,  Volijp  3,  Washington,  D.G.:  £P0,  April  1^4.       ^ 


SELECTED  SOCIO-ECONOMIC  CHARACTERISTICS   FOR  MINOR  CIVIL  DIVISIONS   AND  PLACES 
HINNEMUCCA  DSR  NEVADA,    1970     8/ 


' 

Hunboldt   Count/                                E       PerShinR  County 

§ 

-13 
O 

t 

E 

a 
o 

CJ 

Gj 

> 

-o 
n 

c 
o 

e 

u 

s 

C 

c 

o 

-a 
o 

_3 

V 
M 

n 

-J 

o 

1 

o 
o 

S 

u 

1.    Population 

i       357 

1 ,  1 9  3 

211 

■1,75  7 

3.587      1  6,503    h  2,670      i  1 ,571 

2  ,  'j  70 

2.    Population   Distribution    (!s) 

5.2 

IS.  4 

5.  2 

73.2 

55.2 

100     il        100 

58. 8 

100 

3.    Per  Capita    Income    i S) 

i 2,5  70  |     2,0  30      I  5 ,84  8 

5,154 

-- 

5.005     i.    3,058 

-- 

3,05  8 

4.    Families    Eielow   Poverty    Level    (",) 

1     10. S  I       15.3      I       0.0 

n.4 

-- 

7.5     1,      11.3 

11.3 

5.    Rural    Population    (■;} 

100   1          100 

100 

24.6 

0.0 

4  4.5     li     41.2 

0.0     I      41.2 

6.    Racial   Composition    (i) 
Ml  i  t  e 

98.2 

62.9 

100 

95.7 

94.3 

89.9     |l     94.1 

97.3 

94.1 

Black                                                 1       0.0                              0.0 

0.8 

1.4     - 

0.6     |i        0.0 

0.3            0.0 

Indian                                             il       1.8 

'57.1      1       0,0 

2.8 

5 .  7 

8.9     II        4.9 

1.3     1-       4.9 

Other                                          |i       0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.6 

0.5    1!         1.0 

1.1     i        1.0 

7.   New  Residents   of  Nevada  Since-    1965 
Over  Age  5    (a) 

27.  8 

21.8 

33.  3 

28.6 

1_ 

27.4 

17.8 

-- 

17.8 

8.    Total   Housinr   Units   Distribution    (t>|      S.l 

13.8      i       4.1 

77.  1 

59  .  8 

100     j|         100 

58.9              100 

9.   Housing  Units    Lacking  Some 
Plumbing   Facilities    (°.) 

16.3 

16.3 

4.  1 

9.6 

7.6 

10.6 

11. S 

6.8 

11.5 

10.   Occupied  Housing  Units   with 

1.51    b /   or  more   Persons    Per 
Room  !"¥) 

6.4 

19.1 

O 

1.6 

2.5 

4.3 

2.2 

100 

2.5 

2.2 

100 

11.  Total    Employment   Distribution    (t) 

12.  Employment   Comnosition   by   Industry 

Construct  ion 

7.6 

7.3 

5.9 

10.  S 



9.7 



3.4 

1       0.0 

7.3 

0.0 

1.2 

2.0    il         4.S 

.     1 

3.8    1         4.5      ;       0.0 

6.6 

5.9    ii         3.7     I 

'   Communications.   Utilities!!      2.1   i        0.0     ,      0.0    |       4.3_ 

3.4    !        2.6     | 

Trade                                    "            fl     53.6    |         6.5      1'      0.0     !      21.9                               19-4    1      J/.b     |                   : 

s/  Source:    U.S.    Bureau  of  Census,    First   and   Fifth   Count   Microfilm:    Nevada, 
Washington:    GPO ,    1971. 

b    /   Occupied  Housing   Units   with    1.51   or  more   Persons    Per   Room    (%) . 

SELECTED  SOCIO-ECONOMIC  CHARACTERISTICS   FOR  MINOR   CIVIL  DIVISIONS   AND  PLACES 
KINNLMUCCA  DSR  NEVADA,     1970 


1970,    Census    UMers   Service   Division, 


Fi nance 


Other  Professional 

Edncat  ional  Servi  ces 

Public  Ad  mini s  t  rat  ion 
Other   Industries 


13.    Employed  Persons    I4»   by  Occupation] 

(%) 

P r_ o  f  i c  s  s  i  on  a  1  ,    Tech  n  i_cal I 

FarmcJ-s   and   I  a  rm  M. mayors 

Managers ____ 

Clerical 


Sajes_  w->rk_er_s 

Cr.i ft  smell  ,    Foremen 

Operat ives , 

Servi ce  Workers    

Farm  Laborers  and  Foremen, 
Laborers  except  Farm  &  Mine 


23 


Gerlach  Township 

Illustration  10  shows  the  population  distribution  for  that  section  of 
Washoe  County  within  the  Winnemucca  District.   The  following  figures  are 
taken  from  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Census.   First  and  Fifth  Count  Microfilm, 
Nevada  1970. 


TABLE  13 

SELECTED  FIGURES  FOR  GEHLA.CH  AREA 
WITHIN  WINNEMUCCA  BLM  DISTRICT,  1970 

Population 

Population  Distribution  (%)  of  Washoe  County 

Per  Capita  Income  ($) 

Families  Below  Poverty  Level 

Rural  Population  (%) 


Racial  Composition  (%) 


White 


Black 

Indian 

Other 

New  Residents  of  Nevada  Since  1965  Over  Age  5  (%) 

Total  Housing  Units  Distribution  (%) 

Housing  Units  Lacking  Some  Plumbing  Facilities  (%) 

Occupied  Housing  Units  With  More  Tn an  1.51  or  More 
Persons  Per  Room  (%) 


698 
0.6 
2,370 
17.9 
100 
100 
0 
0 
0 
57.0 
0.6 
10.7 

9.9 
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Illustration  10 

Map  of  BLM  Winnemucca 

District,  Gerlach  Area 
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Washoe  County  -  Gerlach  Area 

Double  line  indicates  area 
within  Winnemucca  District 
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2.  Public  Attitudes:  This  section  is  intended  to  cite  and  summarize 
public  documents,  publications,  letters  and  other  sources  that  reflect  the 
attitudes  of  citizen  groups  and  interested  parties  toward  the  local  area,  BLM, 
and  other  governmental  entities. 

The  method  used  to  discern  public  attitudes  found  in  this  section  was  to  re- 
view public  participation  sections  of  the  last  Winnemucca  Management  Frame- 
work Plan  (MFP),  the  newspaper  clippings  file,  and  other  Bureau  documents 
which  reflected  publicly  expressed  attitudes.  These  views  were  summarized  and 
typical  quotes  are  selected  which  illustrate  citizen  values. 

This  section  can  best  be  used  as  an  introduction  to   typical  attitudes  within 
the  Winnemucca  District  and  also  in  the  State  of  Nevada.   It  should  be  used 
in  conjunction  with  the  Public  Participation  Plan.   In  this  manner  particular 
issues  and  attitudes  in  relation  to  specific  areas  and  possible  courses  of 
action  can  be  determined. 

Land  Use  Generally:  The  general  expressed  opinion  in  Central  Nevada  seems 
to  be  that  the  land  should  be  developed  to  its  fullest  potential.  There  is 
considerable  local  sentiment  in  favor  of  development  for  the  local  economy. 

Most  of  the  residents  would  not  like  the  idea  of  living  in  a  crowded  urban  _ 
environment,  and  they  appreciate  the  scenic  beauty  and  recreational  opportuni- 
ties afforded  them  in  the  great  open  public  lands.  On  the  other  hand,  local 
residents  also  feel  that  economic  development  would  help  their  income  and 
improve  their  life-style  in  general.  This  view  can  be  contrasted  with  con- 
servation groups  who  view  economic  development  with  distrust  and  feel  that 
industry  can  bring  a  great  deal  of  harm  to  the  quality  of  life. 

Historically,  ranching  and  mining  were  important  in  Nevada,  and  there  is_ 
a  widely  held  belief  that  these  industries  are  still  the  most  important  in- 
dustries in  Nevada. 

The  following  is  taken  from  an  editorial  in  the  Elko  Daily  Free  Press  of 
Jan.  26,  1976: 

»   the  basic  fact  is  that  there  are  only  two  productive  uses 
of  the  rangelands  assigned  to  their  (BLM's)  control  within  the  boundaries  of 
Nevada.  Those  two  productive  uses  are  livestock  grazing  and  mining;...' 

A  fairly  common  theme  in  respect  to  land  ownership  is  that  the  Federal  owner- 
ship of  lands  is  temporary  and  that  the  historical  pattern  of  disposal  to 
private  ownership  should  continue  as  in  the  past.  These  statements  are  in 
response  to  a  questionnaire  as  part  of  the  1972  Winnemucca  MFP. 


sector." 


"These  lands  should  be  offered  for  sale  or  deeded  to .the  private 


'We  need  less  Federal  Government  and  more  private  property. 


The  following  advertisement 
April  3,  1976: 


ipp 


eared  in  the  Nevada  State  Journal  on 
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Citizens  of  Nevada 

-Demand  your  rights  under  the  United  States  Constitution 

-Insure  future  food  and  mineral  production 

-Save  millions  of  taxpayer  dollars 

-Increase  jobs  for  Nevadans 

-Preserve  your  local  and  State  authority 

-Protect  the  private  property  rights  of  your  family 

Support  the  return  of  illegally  held  Nevada  land  now  controlled 

by  the  Federal  Government  to  the  State  of  Nevada. 

However,  there  are  also  individuals  and  private  groups  who  oppose 
the  disposal  of  public  land. 

The  following  statements  were  made  by  Charles  Watson,  Nevada 
Outdoor  Recreation  Association  Director,  in  an  article  in  the  Carson  City 
Appeal  on  March  12,  1976:. 

"...the  fool  hardy  notion  of  disposal  would  create  a  complex,  ■ 
economic,  social  and  environmental  disaster  to  Nevada..." 

Watson  said  that  the  public  lands  were  discovered  by  the  mid-60 's 
by  the  public  to  a  large  degree  for  recreational  and  sporting  use 
and  the  wilderness  enthusiasts  began  to  realize  the  wildlife-unique 
natural  areas  and  spectacular  wonders  that  existed  were  enormous." 

Specific  Areas,  Objects  or  Things:  Throughout  most  of  Nevada,  water,  is  seen 
as  an  extremely  important  factor  in  agriculture,  mining,  recreation,  indus- 
trial development,  and  general  prosperity. 

The  following  quotes  were  taken  from  the  Winnemucca  1972  MFP: 

"Lack  of  water  is  our  big  problem." 

"This  is  one  of  the  major  deals,  water  in  this  country." 

"(It)  should  be  handled  for  (the)  benefit  of  all  concerned  not 
only  to  benefit  one  concern." 

"The  waters  of  the  State  are  public  property  and  should,  be  treated 
.'as  such  and  properly  taken  care  of  and  adjudicated.'  Over  appropria- 
tion and  mismanagement  of  our  water  would  be  disastrous." 


of  water. 


Another  issue  that  crops  up  is  dispute  over  ownership  and  control 
"Water  is  subject  to  State  and  not  Federal  control." 


27 


f} 


"I  believe  in  'State's  Rights'  on  questions  concerning  water." 

"Water  presently  owned  by  private  individuals  should  be  left 
in  their  ownership.  Other  individuals  who  want  to  gain  control  of  water 
should  be  encouraged  in  order  to  let  private  enterprise  flourish." 

Another  item  of  controversy  concerns  grazing  on  the  public  range. 

Conservationist  groups  feel  that  grazing  is  damaging  the  environment  of  the 

range.  Ranchers,  however,  feel  threatened  by  changes  in  regulations  affecting 

their  traditional  methods  of  operations.  These  comments  are  from  the  1972  MFP: 

"The  cattle  and  sheep  should  be  more  glosely  controlled  as  certain 
Winnemucca  District  streams  will  show." 

"Leave  ranching  up  to  ranchers,  keep  Federal  Government  out  as  that 
endangers  our  food  supply." 

"Agriculture  and  the  livestock  industry  are  the  backbone  of  our 
nation,  but  they  can  learn  to  operate  within  a  cooperative  structure.   It 
will  take  a  lot  of  education." 

Mining  and  off-road  prospecting  is  also  often  seen  by  the  con- 
servationists as  environmentally  damaging.  On  the  other  hand,  miners  and 
prospectors  are  vehemently  opposed  to  restrictions  on  location  and  mining 
on  public  land.  The  following  quotes  are  from  the  1972  MFP: 

"Mining  operations  should  be  performed  in  such  a  manner  so  that 
all  natural  environment  will  be  protected  as  much  as  possible." 

"Since  mining  is  one  of  the  largest  resources  from  our  public 
lands,  I  feel  all  means  to  keep  most  areas  open  for  mining  should  be  maintained." 

"Today's  minerals  are  needed  desperately  in  tomorrow's  living. 
This  is  why  we  believe  the  old  mining  law  of  1372  must  be  first  with  high  pre- 
ference." 

Part  of  the  opposition  to  BLM  regulations  is  opposition  to  Federal 
controls  in  general.  A  great  deal  of  public  sentiment  is  against  influences 
and  controls  from  outside  Nevada. 

The  following  appeared  in  an  Elko  Daily  Free  Press  editorial  on 
Jan.  14,  1976: 

"The  best  suggestion  we  can  offer  as  a  starting  point  would  be 
transfer  of  land  ownership  away  from  the  Federal  Government, ... .This  first 
step  would  at  least  move  many  of  the  ranchers'  problems  closer  .to  home,  where 
they  would  automatically  become  easier  to  cope  with." 

An  editorial  in  the  Winnemucca  Humboldt  Sun  of  Jan.  1976  stated: 

"Ranchers  have  met  repeatedly  with  the  Federal  bureaucrats  to 
explain  their  point  of  view.  Frustration  is  the  mild  word  to  describe  the 
feelings  of  many  ranchers." 
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3.   Social-Cultural  Values:  The  material  contained  in  the 
following  section  (six  pages)  was  prepared  by  Dr.  Ruth  M.  Houghton, 
Anthropologist,  Reno,  Nevada.   It  has  been  edited  by  BLM  personnel. 

Dr.  Houghton's  report  describes  existing  cultural  groups  and  their 
relationships  to,  and  dependence  upon,  attributes  and  management  of 
national  resource  lands  (NRL)  j.n  the  Winnemucca  BLM  district.   The 
relationships  of  interest  are  effective  and  emotional,  rather  than 
instrumental  and  economic. 

Cultural  groups  identified  and  analyzed  include,  but  are  not  limited  to, 
Indians,  natives  of  the  Winnemucca  area,  recent  arrivals,  and  religious 
and  ethnic  groups.  These  groups'  relationship  to  NRL  and  values  related 
to  NRL  use  and  management,  are  the  focus  of  the  report. 

Additional  information  regarding  the  study  procedures  and  findings  are 
presented  in  the  Appendix. 
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This  report  describes  major  sociocultural  groups  and  dominant  beliefs  of 
people  residing  in  the  district  based  on  Dr.  Houghton's  interviews.   The 
material  has  been  gathered  and  organized  with  reference  to  NRL  management. 
It  considers  the  interaction  of  BLM  staff  with  residents,  NRL  users  and  others 
of  the  district  and  other  regions.   Statements  are  for  the  district  at  large 
with  an  emphasis  on  the  Paradise-Denio  areas  unless  otherwise  specified. 
Details  of  interviews  are  presented  in  the  Appendix. 

The  definition  of  "socialcultural"  is  social  groupings  or  sets  of  people 
who  reside  and  interact  together,  and  share  cultural  beliefs,  i.e.,  have 
similar  views  and  understanding  of  people,  places,  events.  Anthropology, 
one  of  the  social  sciences,  studies  culture—the  way  of  life  (thought,  behavior, 
artifacts,  etc.)  of  a  group.  Anthropology  emphasizes  understanding  a  culture 
through  participation  and  observation  by  the  researcher,  and  interviewing 
members  of  the  culture.  The  natural  landscape  and  other  cultural  groups  • 
must  be  considered  while  studying  a  particular  culture.   Therefore,  in  the 
Winnemucca  district,  the  researcher  was  aware  of  influence  of  the  landscape 
and  adjacent  cultural  groups  in  Nevada  and  the  western  United  States. 

In  Nevada,  there  is  a  clear  distinction  in  culture  or  "lifeway"  between  the 
rural  areas  (called  com  counties  by  urban  observers)  and  the  urbanized  areas 
of  Washoe,  Carson,  and  Clark  counties.   Winnemucca  district  residents  are 
politically  and  economically  allied  with  counties  like  Elko  and  White  Pine. 
A  surprising  influence  in  the  State  continues  to  be  exerted  by  the  small 
population  in  these  non-urban  areas.   Part  of  the  influence  is  historical 
since  early  settlement  was  in  mining  and  ranching  communities.  There  is  also 
greater  population  stability,  homogeneity,  and  continuity  in  these  areas. 
The  urban  residents  do  not  realize  that  they  have  little  in  common  with  the 
non-urban  people,  but  the  latter  does  see  the  separation.   It  is  important 
to  recognize  that  Nevada  has  these  two  major  foci. 

Sociocultural  groups.  There  were  three  main  categories  used  in  describing 
groups  in  the  district,  as  seen  by  local  people.  A  person  is  placed  in  a 
grouping  because  of  length  of  time  he  has  been  a  resident,  because  of  ethnic 
ties,  or  because  of  geographic  location  of  residence  or  birth.   The  most 
important  category  is  temporal:   how  long  has  an  individual,  his  family,  or 
other  relatives  lived  in  the  area.   This  overrides  most  other  kinds  of 
categories  or  values  used  in  relating  to  people,  and  accounts  for  much  of 
the  influence  ranchers  have  in  the  district.   Except  for  the  town  of  Winnemucca 
the  major  leadership,  in  recent  years,  seems  to  come  from  long-term  residents. 
Some  ranchers  or  farmers  in  the  district  or  the  Lovelock  area  with  several 
generations  of  occupancy  are  looked  to  for  direction. 

An  unknown  person  or  newcomer  is  evaluated  in  this  same  reference.  Many 
Orovada  farmers  have  been  there  for  20  years  and  now  some  are  becoming 
influential.   But  all  had  to  first  prove  their  good  intentions  by  "staying 
on".   A  person  who  is  difficult  to  deal  with  personally  or  in  business  can 
be  forgiven  if  he  has  long  residence  because  other  information  is  available 
to  validate  his  good  intentions  and  character.   Long  residence  signifies  one 
has  a  stake,  a  real  commitment  to  living  there;   one  cares  about  the  local 
land  and  people  by  remaining  in  the  area.   Family  names  and  places  in  the 
district  are  readily  used  to  identify  a  person.   Probably  a  dramatic  or  humorous 
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event  will  be  attached  to  further  identify  the  person  as  an  individual,  such 
as  the  man  who  lit  a  match  while  under  his  car  so  he  could  better  see  the 
problem.  He  was  all  right  after  they  picked  the  gravel  out  of  him. 

A  category  second  to  time  of  residence  is  ethnicity.  One's  identity  by  name 
and  history,  and  perhaps  by  behavior,"  is  associated  with  an  ethnic  (including 
racial  features)  group.  The  beliefs  of  once  viable  ethnic  groups  are  still 
present  even  if  groups  have  intermarried  or  changed  from  the  original  traits 
e.g.  emphasis  on  certain  patterns  of  family  ties,  religious  affiliation, 
economic  skills,  certain  foods,  or  athletic  events.  The  most  important  ethnic 
group  within  the  district,  especially  the  Humboldt  County  portion,  is  French 
and  Spanish  Basque.  This  is  a  group  which  came  ,to  Nevada  in  the  late  ISOO's 
and  was  widely  associated  with  herding  and  ownership  of  sheep.   Today  Basques 
are  involved  in  ranching  and  various  commerical  enterprises  and  are  influential 
in  local  politics. 

Another  important  ethnic  identity  throughout  the  district  is  Paiute  Indian. 
Indians  have  occupied  the  area  for  thousands  of  years  and  are  descendants 
of  people  living  in  the  area  when  the  first  non-Indians  arrived  in  the  mid- 
19th  century.  Five  hundred  Indians  live  on  the  McDermitt  reservation  and 
another  150  are  located  in  colonies  (Lovelock  and  Winnemucca) .   The  McDermitt 
tribe  has  a  cattlemen's  cooperative,  and  most  tribal  members  endeavor  to  be 
cattle  ranchers.  As  many  as  25  Indians  own  cattle,  but  few  own  more  than 
50  head.  The  land  and  grazing  rights  of  the  tribe  cannot  support  more  than 
a  few  households.  The  tribe  lacks  the  capital  and  professional  management 
necessary  for  a  profitable  cattle  enterprise,  and  the  cattlemen  are  generally 
conservative  operators  which  is  reflected  in  values  discussed  on  page  32. 
The  first  language  for  most  reservation  residents  is  Paiute  rather  than  English. 
This  results  in  problems  in  school  and  in  management  of  tribal  affairs  when 
non-Indians  are  involved,  such  as  in  BLM  administration  of  use  of  NRL.   A 
large  portion  of  the  adults  are  unemployed  or  underemployed;  welfare  assistance 
is  an  important  supplemental  income.  A  small  electronic  assembly  plant  has 
been  on  the  reservation  since  late  1969,  but  fewer  than  five  men  are  currently 
employed. 

The  third  major  ethnic  group  in  the  district  is  Mexican  since  a  large  number 
(some  estimates  are  as  high  as  1,200)  have  come  since  1971  to  work  on  potato 
fatms  and  in  processing  plants  as  temporary  workers.  Many  are  males  who  come 
without  families  and  may  be  recent  citizens  or  illegal  aliens.   Indians  have 
a  low  social  and  economic  status  because  of  the  high  portion  receving  welfare 
assistance,  but  Mexicans  tend  to  have  an  even  lower  status,  locally. 

Indians,  Basques,  and  Mexicans  are  further  separated  from  the  general  population 
by  language  although  most  Basques  are  fluent  in  English,  even  if  English  is 
not  their  first  language.   Another  ethnic  group  visible  in  the  Lovelock  area 
is  the  Portuguese  who  still  have  an  annual  religious  festival;  a  special 
collection  of  Portuguese  books  and  references  is  held  in  the  Pershing  County 
library.   Italians,  Irish,  and  Scandinavians  have  been  important  in  the  mining 
and  farming  communities  around  Lovelock,  but  these  groups  are  not  visibly 
separate  today.  There  are  few  Blacks  or  Asians,  major  ethnic-racial  groups 
elsewhere  in  the  United  States. 
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The  third  kind  of  category  for  grouping  people  is  geographic  location. 
There  is  a  general  homogeneity  of  culture  within  the  district  so  that  town 
and  county  people  are  similar  in  interests  and  viewpoints,  but  each  town, 
valley,  or  county  is  considered  unique.  Many  interviewees  expressed  a  specific 
liking'for  their  local  area  and  neighbors,  whether  the  speaker  was  a  newcomer 
or  a  long-term  resident.  When  a  person  is  identified  there  are  standard  ways 
of  describing  him.  After  one  names  a  person,  their  family  and  length  of 
residence,  a  local  resident  can  cite  ethnic  origins,  place  of  residence,  and 
birth  by  town  or  ranch  name.  The  last,  minor  aspect  of  the  usual  description 
includes  one's  economic  activity  or  job,  or  husband's  job  in  the  case  of  a 
married  woman.  This  is  a  marked  contrast  to  Renp,  for  example,  where  one 
deals  with  a  person  because  of  their  occupation  as  a  mechanic,  clerk,  teacher, 
or  official,  and  there  is  nothing  said  about  personal  qualities  and  history. 

When  a  BLM  employee  is  presented  or  introduces  himself,  he  appears  as  a  BLM 
employee  rather  than  an  individual  with  unique  qualities  and  history.  This 
does  not  fit  well  in  the  local  expectations  of  how  one  views  and  presents 
one's  self.  The  few  BLM  employees  known  by  people  interviewed  were  warmly 
described  as-  from  a  certain  town,  or  having  a  liking  for  watermelon  fresh 
from  the  garden,  etc.  They  were  known  as  individuals  and  were  identified 
only  secondarily  as  BLM  employees. 

Values 

The  groups  and  values  described  here  are  probably  representative  of  most 
Western  rural  areas  today  and  of  the  United  States  as  a  whole  several  generations 
ago  when  there  was  less  mobility  and  a  smaller  population.  These  values  are 
held  by  most  individuals  and  groups  in  the  district  with  the  exceptions  noted 
below.  The  recently  arrived  residents  tend  to  accept  the  prevailing  values 
in  both  the  town  and  rural  areas.  The  Basques  and  other  ethnic  groups  have 
accepted  or  accommodated  themselves  to  these  beliefs.   Exceptions  are  the 
Mexicans,  for  whom  there  is  no  data,  and  the  Indians.  The  Indians. in  the 
Winnemucca  district  are  more  traditional  and  conservative  than  those  in  Reno 
or  other  Western  urban  centers.  This  is  evidenced  by  the  emphasis  on  using 
the  Paiute  language  as  a  major  means  of  communication  at  McDermitt,  and  on 
the  continuation  of  a  separate  Indian  community  at  the  McDermitt  reservation 
and  the  Winnemucca  and  Lovelock  colonies.   The  Indians  in  the  district  partici- 
pate in  the  local  economy,  as  wage  laborers,  or  at  McDermitt  as  cattle  owners 
with  KRL  and  forest  grazing  rights*  As  has  been  noted,  the  McDermitt  Indian 
cattle  cooperative  is  more  conservative  than  most  non- Indian  cattle  operations 
because  of  a  tendency  to  avoid  change  and  certainly  because  of  limited  capital 
and  lack  of  professional  management  skills. 

A  contrast  in  Indian  beliefs  with  those  outlined  here  is  visible  in  both  the 
emphasis  on  individuality  and  the  dislike  of  welfare  assistance.   Indians  in 
the  Winnemucca  district  admire  self-reliance,  as  long  as  it  does  not  interfere 
with  another  person's  rights;  individuality  is  important,  as  long  as  it  can  be 
subordinated  to  group  action  and  the  group  good.  There  is  more _ emphasis  on 
community  and  group  action  among  Indians  than  among  the  non- Indians.  Many 
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Indians  in  the  district  have  had  to  rely  on  welfare  assistance  for  some  of 
their  income  in  recent  years.  This  is  justified  by  a  strong  belief  that 
welfare  assistance  and  other  aspects  of  special  status  for  Indians  are  Indian 
rights,  privileges  to  which  Indians  are  entitled  as  compensation  for  the  loss 
of  land  in  the  past  century. 

The  most  striking  of  the  values  or  beliefs  held  by  district  residents  is  that 
personal  identification,  face  to  face  interaction  rather  than  impersonal 
association,  is  important  in  any  dealings  between  people.  A  telephone  call 
or  letter  is  impersonal.   The  longer  one  is  known  or  the  more  familiar  a 
person  and  his  background  and  family  are,  the  easier  it  is  to  interact.  Along 
with  this  goes  a  firm  belief  that  local  people  know  the  conditions  of  the  land, 
of  other  people,  and  the  history,  so  they  are  best  equipped  to  decide  how  to 
use  local  lands,  whether  for  economic,  residential,  or  recreation  purposes. 
There  is  an  emphasis  on  the  uniqueness  of  people  and  of  places;   to  understand 
a  person  one  must  recognize  and  acknowledge  the  details  specific  to  that 
person  or  place.  Two  different  ranchers  said  to  Dr.  Houghton,  "To  learn  about 
us  and  what  we  think,  you  must  see  us  on  our  own  land  and  visit  our  neighbors. 
Itwould  not  be  enough  to  meet  elsewhere,  such  as  in  town,  or  just  talk  on 
the  phone." 

Among  non-Indians  also,  there  is  admiration  for  individuality  and  self-reliance, 
and  there  is  pride  in  living  in  a  remote,  isolated,  arid  landscape.   This  is 
a  demonstration  of  the  ability  to  manage  in  difficult  conditions.   In  contrast, 
too  much  originality  may  be  alarming  and  unpredictable  to  others,  so  innovation 
and  being  different  is  not  admired.   One  must  be  predictable  so  others  can 
anticipate  and  understand  what  one  might  say  or  do.   One  may  maintain  indivi- 
duality and  be  predictable. 

The  idea  of  welfare  assistance  and  unemployment  aid  is  universally  disliked 
with  the  Indian  exception  noted  above, since  these  are  interpreted  as  evidence 
that  a  person  did  not  try  to  manage  for  himself.   The  people  who  live  there, 
especially  on  ranches  or  farms,  are  specialists  and  have  acquired  skills  for 
the  specialized  activity  of  ranching  or  farming.   If  one  cannot  succeed,  those 
interviewed  feel  he  should  leave. 

The  person  or  corporation  wanting  to  speculate  or  own  land  for  tax  benefits 
without  working  the  land  as  a  ranch  or  farm  is  seen  by  interviewees  as  being 
dishonest  and  making  conditions  more  difficult  for  the  honest  operator  who 
is  trying  to  work  as  a  family  rancher  or  farmer.   Some  ranch  and  farm  units 
are  now  being  organized  into  corporations,  but  many  are  primarily  local  and 
family-based  in  ownership  and  management.   These  owners  feel  they  understand 
local  conditions. 

The  enterprise  that  is  a  subsidiary  of  a  larger  outside  corporation  or  that 
is  managed  and  owned  by  non-residents  is  seen  as  not  recognizing  local  conditions. 
These  non-locally  owned  ranches  take  up  land  which  several  families  could  live 
on,  if  they  could  afford  the  land.   Families  contribute  to  a  community 
economically  and  socially  while  absentee  or  outside  corporate  ownership  are  not 
seen  as  contributing  to  the  local  community.  The  absentee  owners  or  speculators 
are  sometimes  called  "dudes"  or  are  referred  to  as  the  opposite  of  "honest" 
locally-based,  family  operations. 
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NRL  Management  and  the  Public 

The  various  sociocultural  groups  in  the  district  share  an  orientation  which 
includes  values  as  described  above  with  a  strong  emphasis  on  continuity.  This 
dominates  all  aspects  of  life  so  that  changing  policies  in  grazing  fees  and 
practices  are  strongly  disliked  by  ranchers  and  others  in  the  district.   Changes 
require  adjusting  to  new  conditions  and  are  often  economically  and  emotionally 
disruptive.  The  ranchers'  reaction  is  shared  by  most  non-ranchers  of  the 
district  since  the  rancher's  view  is  seen  to  be  an  informed  one  as  they  are 
the  major  NRL  clients.  The  coincidence  of  changes  in  policy  and  a  drought 
year  is  seen  as  a  decided  effort  by  the  BLM  to  put  people  cut  of  ranching. 
Ranchers  and  other  residents  privately  express  a  firm  belief  that  "the  BLM 
is  out  to  get  the  ranchers."  This  is  more  than  the  public  rhetoric  and  Nevada 
reaction  to  big  government;  it  is  a  personal  conviction.  Nevada  politicians 
have  long  talked  about  State's  rights  and  encroachment  of  Federal  controls, 
but  the  present  situation  is  seen  by  those  interviewed  as  of  crisis  proportions. 

Non-ranching  people,  whether  recent  or  long-term  residents,  Indian... or  Basque, 
prefer  to  see  land  managed  for  economic  gain  to  benefit  the  local  area.  While 
mining  conditions  have  also  been  changing,  locally  there  is  little  emphasis 
or  interest  in  mining  and  prospecting  as  a  way  of  life.   Revisions  of  the 
1972  law  and  a  1975  modification  instate  claim  registration  were  mentioned 
by  several  people,  but  mining  does  not  involve  local  communities  socially  and 
economically  to  the  extent  that  ranching  does.  Ranching  is  a  way  of  life 
with  an  impact  on  the  residents  throughout  the  district.   Changes  in  mining 
development  and  increased  geothermal  exploration  are  acceptable  to  local 
people  if  they  represent  an  economic  growth  for  the  local  area  and  are  com- 
patible with  existing  uses  of  the  NRL  in  the  district.   The  major  use  for 
non-ranching  people  is  recreation.   So  long  as  access  for  recreational  use 
continues  and  the  ranchers  can  survive,  policy  appears  to  be  of  little  or  no 
interest  to  residents. 

The  only  residents  interviewed  who  would  be  receptive  to  changes  in  NRL  policy 
would  be  the  more  recently  arrived  who  are  concerned  about  land  planning  for 
hornesites  in  urbanized  areas  as  the  population  grows.   But  most  of  these  would 
favor  no  changes  unless  it  is  demonstrated  changes  would  improve  local 
economic  conditions. 

The  major  support  for  most  NRL  management  changes  for  both  recreational  and 
various  traditional  economically-based  uses  comes  from  the_ non-residents. 
Those  interviewed  favor  decisions  which  would  preserve  aesthetic  conditions. 
They  are  generally  sympathic  to  abstract  goals  such  as  maintenance  of  endangered 
species  even  though  no  economic,  gain  is  associated.   More  restricted  access 
and  limited  use  for  grazing  or  mining  appears  to  be  favored  only  by  non-residents. 

Most  people,  residents  or  non-residents,  are  little  aware  of  the  regulatory 
role  of  the  BLM.  There  is  a  view,  especially  common  to  residents,  that  any- 
Federal  or  public  agency  serves  at  the  request  of  the  public. 

It  is  often  not  recognized  and  certainly  not  appreciated  by  those  interviewed 
that  BLM  is  a  regulatory  agency  with  a  mandate  to  do  more  than  wait  for  public 
requests.  Changing  policy  and  drought  are  threatening  to  a  continuation  of 
the  "lifeway"  of  the  whole  district.   An  employee  of  the  BLM  is  seen  as  a 
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potential,  but  helpless,  ally  because  it  is  felt  local  offices  have  little  or 
no  control  over  the  State  and  national  levels,  despite  the  fact  that  local 
offices  have  personnel  more  likely  to  be  on  the  ground  and  more  likely  to 
understand  local  conditions.   Furthermore,  many  employees  serve  only  a  few 
years  in  a  district,  so  there  is  little  continuity  in  staff  and  limited 
interaction  between  NRL  users,  other  district  residents,  and  the  ELM  staff 
on  a  person-to-person,  basis.  There  is  a  strong  dignity  and  pride  in  living 
in  the  district,  and  there  is  an  expectation  that  other  people  will  also 
acknowledge  and  appreciate  the  people  and  area.  However,  to  do  this  one  must 
demonstrate  a  sincere  interest  in  the  people  and  area.   It  is  expected  that 
a  ELM  staff  member  is  an  individual  with  certain  qualities,  history  and 
interest,  yet  interviewees  felt  official  policies  tend  to  depersonalize  a  job 
and  create  a  distance  between  staff  and  community  members.  An  official  act 
by  a  ELM  staff  member  is  more  or  less  unassociated  with  a  personality;  yet 
the  local  expectation" is  that  people  are  more  important  than  their  jobs.  As 
one  person  stated  with  reference  to  ELM  and  other  bureaucracies:   "How  can 
you  talk  to  a  Bureau?" 
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4.   Housing:   The  housing  market  is  relatively  tight  in  the  Winnemucca 
district  as  it  is  throughout  rural  Nevada.   This  is  because  demand  from  an 
economic  standpoint  is  effective  demand.   That  is  .."what  people  can.  affords" 
rather  than  "what  they  want."  Therefore,  the  effective  demand  for  permanent 
housing  is  rather  low  in  comparison  with  the  number  of  families  who  need 
housing  in  the  area. 


TABLE  14 
SELECTED  HOUSING  CHARACTERISTICS  BY  COUNTY  IN  NEVADA,  1970 


Total  Housing  Units 

%  Lacking  Plumbing 

%  Over  Crowded* " 

Humboldt  County 

2,394 

10.7  . 

11.2 

Pershing  County 

1,117 

11.5 

7.7 

Nevada  Rural 

34,291 

7.2 

9.7      « 

United  States 

68 

679,030 

6.9 

8.2 

^Occupied  units  with  more  than  1.01  persons  per  room. 

Source:  • 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Census,   General  Housing  Characteristics,  Nevada,  Washington, 
D.C.:   GPO,  1972 

TABLE  15 
Housing  Needs  vs  Housing  Supply  by  County  • 

State  of  Nevada,  1970  "7 


Existing  Households  Units  Over  Crowded  No.  of  Units  Short  (-) 

Humboldt  County          2,128                240  -299 

Pershing  County             926  .72  -  38 

Nevada  Rural            29,651  .    3,325  -1,885 

Nevada  Urban  130,401  10,024  -9,353 

, • 

Source:   Nevada  State  Planning  Board,  Nevada  Planner,  Vol.  4,  No.  1,  Carson  City, 
October,  1972. 

The  rural  areas  of  the  State  accounted  for  more  than  one-third  of  the  mobile 
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homes  in  Nevada.  Between  1960  and  1970,  mobile  homes  in  rural  areas  went  from 
11.5  to  23.1  percent  of  total  housing.   (Nevada  State  Planning  Board,  Nevada 

Planner.) 


The  reasons  for  high  mobile  home  use  generally  boil  down  to  cost.   A  one- family- 
dwelling  is  very  expensive  to  build  or  buy  within  the  area.   There  is  no 
readily  available  skilled  labor  pool,  or   large  construction  industry. 
Materials  are  expensive  to  import.  Financing  for  housing  is  very  tight  due 
to  high  interest  rates  and  there  are  problems  in  qualifying  for  government 
loans  in  rural  Nevada.   (Phone  conversation  with  FKA  Mousing  Interview  Officer, 
Winnemucca,  Nevada,  September  8,  1975.)        „ 

This  problem  is  nationwide;  but  the  problem  is  noticeable  in  this  rural  area 
because  of  the  lack  of  residential  building  contracting  businesses  and  home 
financing  organizations.  According  to  the  Nevada  State  Planning  Board, 
The  Housing  Situation  in  Nevada:   Phase  Two,  the  housing  demand  for  families 
in  the  $6,000  to  $10,000  income  range  is  much  greater  than  supply  for  rural 
Nevada . 

In  contrast,  financing  for  mobile  homes  is  adequate.   In  addition,  most  of 
these  new  families  are  aware  of  employment  seasonality  and  wish  to  retain  their 
flexibility.  As  a  result,  most  of  the  new  housing  demand  is  met  by  mobile 
homes . 


According  to  a  Socio-Economic  and  Construction  Housing  Report,  North  Valmy  ' 
Station,  by  the  Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company,  "Rentals  for  all  types  of 
housing  are  virtually  non-existent  in  Winnemucca. . .as  well  as  the  smaller 
communities  of  Golconda  and  Valmy."  Several  new  residential  lots  are 
available  for  construction  but  will  be  quickly  absorbed  by  the  local  popu- 
lation. Both  apartments  and  mobile  home  pad  sites  are  scarce.   Because  of 
expected  growth  in  the  local  economy,  speculation  has  driven  up  prices  for  all 
housing.  By  contrast,  Lovelock,  with  its  slower  growing  population  and 
economy  has  less  of  a  housing  problem. 
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B.   Economics 

1.   Industry  Analysis 

Definition  of  terms  for  purposes  of  this  document  are  as  follows: 

Industry:  A  specific  sector  of  activity  of  the  economy  such  as 
the  mining  industry,  the  ranching  industry,  etc. 

Industry  Dependence:   The  percentage  of  the  industries'  income 
originating  from  BLM-administered  resources. 

s 

Multiplier:   Measures  the  total  change  in  personal  income,  of  a 
community  as  a  result  of  changing  the  amount  of  production  or  sales  in  that 
industry  by  one  dollar. 

Personal  Income:   The  sum  of  wages  and  salaries,  proprietor  income, 
rental  income,  dividends,  and  transfer  payments  resulting  from  the  business 
activity  of  a  particular  industry. 

In  terms  of  employment  covered  by  the  Nevada  Department  of  Employment  Security 
in  1974  the  most  important  industries  were  grouped  as  follows  (Nevada  Employment 
Security  Division,  Nevada  Employment  and  Payrolls,  1974,  by  County,  1974. ) : 

Winnemucca  District 

-  Trade,  970  people 

-  Services,  870  people 

-  Government,  760  people 

-  Agriculture,  660  people 

In  terms  of  income,  these  industries  are  ranked  as  follows  from  Table  20: 

Winnemucca  District 

-  Agriculture         $16,192,000 

-  Trade  7,411,000 

-  Government  6,916,000 

-  Service  5,714,000 

For  a  further  discussion  see  employment  and  income  sections. 

Agriculture  is  important  to  both  Humboldt  and  Pershing  Counties  and  has  been 
important  since  the  first  European  settlement  in  the  mid-19th  century.   The 
Humboldt  River  Valley  in  this  area  has  long  been  fertile  and  supports  crop 
farming  where  irrigation  is  feasible.   Livestock  raising  is  an  important  part 
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of  this  industry  and  constitutes  the  majority  of  agricultural  activity.   Even 
crop  agriculture  is  devoted  mainly  to  hay  and  alfalfa  which  supports  the 
livestock  industry.   A  great  deal  of  the  rangeland  for  the  ranching  industry 
is  on  public  lands.   (See  Land  Status  and  Use,  (Section  I.  C.  2)  under  infra- 
structure. ) 

TABLE  16 

Livestock  in  the  Winnemucca  District  1970-74 


County 


1970 


1971 


1972 


1973 


1974 


1975 


Humboldt 


Cattle  and  Calves  87,000  92,700  80,000  77,000  84,000  80,000 

Sheep  and  Lambs  10,600  8,700  9,400  8,100  5,100  •  3,000 

Pershing 

Cattle  and  Calves  35,100  37,200  35,800  37,500  39,000  40,000 


Sheep  and  Lambs 


17,400   17,100   21,800   15,7000  18,400   17,000 


Source:   Nevada  Crop  and  Livestock  Reporting  Service,  1974  Nevada 

Agricultural  Statistics,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Reno,.  1975. 

Cattle  and  sheep  numbers  have  dropped  while  agricultural  income  has  risen.   This 
fact  can  be  explained  by  the  rise  of  crop  agriculture  since  1971.   Through  the 
use  of  wells,  thousands  of  acres  of  additional  land  has  been  irrigated,  and 
both  potatoes  and  alfalfa  have  become  major  crops.   There  has  been  experimentation 
with  onion,  dill,  and  garlic.   Additional  industry  to  process  the  potato  crop 
explains  part  of  the  44.8  percent  growth  in  the  manufacturing  industry  in 
Humboldt  County.   (See  Table  17.) 

Trade  and  services  together  make  up  the  largest  economic  sector  in  terms  of 
both  employment  and.  income.   Both  these  industries  are  concentrated  in  the 
Winnemucca  and  Lovelock  areas.   Personal  income  in  the  trade  and  services  sector 
has  grown  from  $10,581,000  in  1969  to  $13,125,000  in  1973.   (U.S.  Department 
of  Commerce,  Regional  Economics  Information  System,  1976.)   This  is  a  growth 
rate  of  19  percent  in  five  years.   However,  personal  income  in  the  trade  and 
service  sectors  for  Nevada  increased  as  a  whole  25  percent.   Much  of  the 
increase  in  trade  and  services,  both  for  the  Winnemucca  District  and  for 
Nevada  as  a  whole,  has  come,  as  the  result  of  increased  tourism.   Traffic  counts 
made  by  the  Nevada  State  Highway  Department  show  that  there  has  been  increased 
traffic  along  Highway  80  and  95  passing  through  Winnemucca  and  Lovelock.   In 
addition,  Winnemucca  is  an  entertainment  center  for  the  local  area.   Hunting  and 
fishing  attract  many  non-resident  hunters  and  anglers.   With  the  general  growth 
in  the  economy,  the  trade  and  service  sectors  have  also  grown. 

Personal  income  to  government  employees  grew  31  percent  between  1969  and  1973. 
(See  the  table  taken  from  the  regional  economics  information  system,  Table  20.) 
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Most  of  this  increase  was  on  the  State  and  local  level  which  grew  from 
$3,575,000 'to  $5,342,000  or  33  percent.   Federal  civilian  income  grew  from 
$1^008^000  to  $1,404,000  or  28  percent.  This  reflects  the  trends  throughout 
Nevada  and  the  rest  of  the  United  States. 

In  the  past,  the  mining  of  copper,  gold,  silver,  iron,  mercury,  and  tungsten 
was  important  income  for  Humboldt  and  Pershing  Counties.  However,  in  1973 
mining  only  contributed  8  percent  of  local  income.  This  reflects  the  up  and 
down  nature  of  the  mining  industry.  The  mining  industry  is  dependent  on  several 
unstable  factors  such  as  international  markets,  uncertain  future  of  discoveries, 
rapid  exhaustion  of  ore,  and  rapid  changes  in  technology.  .  However,  national  and 
international  markets  have  shown  a  generally  increasing  trend  in  minerals  prices. 
Technology  is  making  lower  grade  and  harder-to-get-at  minerals  mining  more 
economical,  and  there  has  been  an  upsurge  in  prospecting  activity  in  the  last 
few  years.   (Interview  with  Dennis  Simontacchi,  geologist,  May  25,  1976.) 

2.   Employment:   Employment  as  a  whole  has  grown  by  about  five 
percent  in  the  Winnemucca  District  between  1970  and  1974.  The  largest  increases 
were  in  manufacturing  and  construction  with  declines  in  agriculture  and  mining. 
(See  Table  17,  Employment  by  Sector.) 

Humboldt  County  had  the  largest  growth  in  employment.  Again  the  largest  growth 
sectors  were  construction  and  manufacturing,  and  the  declines  were  in  mining _ 
and  agriculture.  Declines  in  agriculture  are  partially  explained  by  increasing 
mechanization.   The  overall  growth  rate  for  1970-74  in  Humboldt  County  was 
almost  three  times  the  United  States  percentage  growth  in  employment. 

Pershing  County  employment  only  grew  by  1.5  percent  between  1970  and  1974. 
The  manufacturing  and  construction  industries  saw  the  largest  growth,  with 
declines  taking  place  in  agriculture  and  services. 

Total  unemployment  for  the  district,  increased  from  3.0  percent  to  5. 
between  1970  and  1975  with  the  biggest  jump  (3.0%  to  5.4%)  taking  pi 
period  1973  to  1975  (Nevada  Employment  Security  figures) . 

The  region's  economy  is  seasonal  (Nevada  State  Employment  Security  Department, 
County  Labor  Force  Data  1974. )  with  swings  of  plus  or  minus  18  percent  from 
ThlTyearly  average  employment  taking  place  in  Humboldt  County  during  1970  to 
1973.  Pershing  County  had  seasonal  swings  of  between  minus  13  percent  to  plus 
18  percent  of  the  yearly  average  each  year  between  1970  and  1975.   Periods  of 
high  employment  are  during  the  summer  months,  tapering  off  during  fall  and 
winter  with  agriculture  showing  the  strongest  seasonality.  This  seasonality 
is  also  reflected  in  the  non- agricultural  sector  due  to  the  seasonality 
of  hunting,  tourism,  and  related  trade  and  service  sectors.  Much  of  the 
seasonal  labor  is  done  by  Spanish  Americans. 

Unemployment  is  quite  low  in  rural  Nevada  in  comparison  to  urban  Nevada.  This 
can  be  misleading  when  considered  from  a  feminine  or  minority  standpoint.  When 
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non-white  races  are  considered,  the  ratio  can  be  quite  different.   In  Pershing 
County  the  unemployment  rate  for  other  races  (primarily  Indian)  is  high.   In 
Humboldt  County  the  disparity  is  between  Spanish  American  and  other  white  races, 
Unemployment  at  the  McDermitt  Reservation  is  much  lower  than  for  other  Indian 
groups  in  Nevada,  but  underemployment  is  often  high  on  the  reservation. 
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EMPLOYMENT  BY  SECTOR  1970  and  1974,  WINNEMIICCA  DSR  *J 

AND 
RATE  OF  CHANGE  COMPARED  WITH  THE  NATION 


N3 


EMPLOYMENT  b/  ■ 
KINNEMUCCA  DS*K 

ANNUAL  %  RATE  OF  CHANGE 
IN  EMPLOYMENT  1970-74 

1970 

1974 

Winnomucca  DSRIUnited  States 

Agriculture 

6S0 

1 

660 

-  0.7 

+  0.2 

Mining 

310 

230 

-  7.2 

+  1.9 

: 1 

Construction 

100 

250 

+25.7 

+  4.2 

Manufacturing 

50 

250 

+49.5 

+  0.9 

Transportation  and 
Public  Utilities 

220   ■ 

290 

+  7.2 

+  1.6 

8 

. 1 

Trade  . 

770 

■   970 

+  5.9 

+  3.3 

Finance,  Insurance,  and 
Real  Estate 

1 

.  60 

60 

0.0 

+  3.1 

Services 

i  ■- 
1 

560 

820 

+  10.0 

+  3.9 

Government 

• 
I       730 
] 

760 

+  1.0 

+  3.3 

TOTALS 

j     3,480 

4,220 
1 

+  4.9         +  2.6 

a/  Source:  Nevada,  State  of,  Countv  Labor  Force  Sunmary:  1970  and  1974,  Employment  Security 

Department,  Carson  City.  Nevada. 
b/  iienbevs  "are  rousded  to  i\w.   naarest  ten.   A  .     m  m  ^ 
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EMPLOYMENT  BY  SECTOR  1970  and  1974,  HUMBOLDT  COUNTY  c/ 

AND 
RATE  OF  CHANGE  COMPARED  WITH  THE  NATION 


. — — 

EMPLOYMENT  d/ 
HUMBOLDT  COUNTY 

ANNUAL  %  RATE  OF  CHANGE 
IN  EMPLOYMENT  1970-74 

1 

"]070         L974      Humboldt  County!  united  stares 

Agriculture 

430 

420   •   • 

-  0.6 

-  0.2 

Mining 

180 

50   ■ 

-27.4 

+  1.9 

Construction 

100 

230 

+23.2 

+  4.2 

Manufacturing 

50 

220 

+44.8 

..  +  0.9 

Transportation  and 
Public  Utilities 

150 

.  220    ■  • 

+  10.1  .- 

..   +  1.6  ■   ■ 

Trade 

560 

[ 

.  710 

+  6.1    . 

+  3.3 

Finance,  Insurance,  and 
Real  Estate 

i 

40 

40 

0.0 

+  3.1 



Services 

-   470 

750 

+  12.4 

+  3.9 

Government 

i! 

520 

550 

+  1.4 

+  3.3 

i ■ ji 

TOTALS           2.490        3,170 

li                I       : 

+  6.2 

+  2.6 

c)  Source:  Nevada,  State  of,  County  Labor  Force  Supjty;  1970  and  197,4,  Employment  Security 

~  Department,  Carson  City,  Nevada. 

<V  Sobers  are  rounded  to  the  nearest  ten. 


TABLE  .17 
EMPLOYMENT  BY  SECTOR  1970  and  1974,  PERSHING  COUNTY   e/ 

AND 

RATE  OF  CHANGE  COMPARED  WITH  THE  NATION 


Agriculture 


Mining 


Construction 


M 


anuractunng 


Transportation  and 
Public  Utilities 


frade 


Finance,  Insurance,  and 
Real  Estate 


Services 


Government 


EMPLOYMENT .  £f~ 

PERSHING  COUNTY 

1970    ]     1974 


TOTALS 


250 


130 


7n 


210 


90 


210 


99  0 


240 


180 


20 


30 


70 


260 


20 


70 


210 


1,050 


ANNUAL  %   RATE  OF  CHANGE 
IN  EMPLOYMENT  1970-74 


Pershing  County 


-  1.0 


+  8.5 


0.0 


+  5.5 


0.0 


6.1 


0.0 


+  1.5 


United  States 


0.2 


+  1.9 


+  4.2 


+  0.9 


+  1.6 


+  3.3 


+  3.1 


+  3.9 


+  3.3 


+  2.6 


*   Less  than  10. 

e/ Source:  Nevada,  State  of,  County  Labor  Force  Summary:  1970  and  1974,  Employment  Security 

Department,  Carson  City,  Nevada. 
f/Nypbers  are  rousted  to  the  newest  ton.    _ 


COUNTY   PERSHING 


TABLE  18 
EMPLOYMENT  STATUS  eY  SEX  AND  MINORITY  STATUS 
ANNUAL  AVERAGES 
CV  1975 


SEX  AND  MINORITY 
STATUS 


LABOR 
FORCE 


EMPLOYED    UNEMPLOYED 


UNEMPLOYMENT 
RATE 


BOTH  SEXES 

1.       TOTAL 

?.  WHITE 

3.  BLACK 

4.  OTHER  RACES 

5.  SPANISH  AMERICAN 

6.  MINORITY  GROUPS  * 


1  ,480 

1,380 

0 

58 

76 

174 


1,420 

1  ,33b 

0 

8  4 

76 

160 


60 
45 

0 
14 

0 
14 


4.22 
5.2% 

.0% 
14.2* 

.0% 
8.0% 


FEMALE 

7.  TOTAL 

8.  PERCENT  OF 
BOTH  SEXES 

9.  WHITE 

10.  BLACK 

11.  OTHER  RACES 

12.  SPANISH  AMERICAN 

13.  MINORITY-  GROUPS  * 


486 

32. 3S 

458 

0 

28 

36 

6  4 


456 

32,  1% 

435 

0 

21 

36 

57 


30 


6.  IX 


50.01 

23 

. 

5.0% 

C 

.0% 

7 

25.  os; 

0 

.0? 

7 

1 

0.9? 

MOTES: 


STURC  E 


*  SUM  HE  SPANISH  AMERICAN  AND  ALL  RACES  EXCEPT  WHITE.   SCME 
DUPLICATION  POSSIBLE  SINCE  SPANISH  AMERICAN  MAV  INCLUDE 
NCNWHITE  RACES  IN  ADDITION  TO  WHITE. 

SUM  OF  INDIVIDUAL  ITEMS  MAY  NCT  ACD  TC  TOTAL  BECAUSE  OF 
ROUNDING. 

PERCENTAGES  CCMFUTED  FRCM  UNPCUNCEC  FIGURES. 

PERCENTAGE  FROM  1970  CENSUS  FIGURES  APPLIED  TC  1975  LABOR 
FORCE. 


NEVADA  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY  DEPARTMENT 
MANPOWER  INFORMATION  -AND  RESEARCH 
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COUNTY   HUMBOLDT 


TABLE  18 
EMPLOYMENT  STATUS  BY  SEX  AND  MINORITY  STATUS 
ANNUAL  AVERAGES 
CY  1975 


SEX  AND  MINORITY 
STATUS 


LABOR 
FCRCE 


EMPLOYED 


UNEMPLOYMENT 
UNEMPLOYED      RATE 


BOTH  SEXES 


I. 

TOTAL 

4,060 

3 

,820 

240 

5.8? 

2. 

WHITE 

3,856 

3 

,616 

240 

i>.2% 

3. 

BLACK 

22 

22 

0  • 

.0? 

4. 

OTHER     RACES 

180 

180 

0 

.0% 

5. 

SPANISH    AMERICAN 

451 

424 

27 

5.9? 

6. 

MINORITY    GROUPS    * 

653 

626 

27 

4.1? 

FEMALE 


7. 

TOTAL 

1,370 

1,  302 

68 

4.9? 

8. 

PERCENT    CF 

BOTH    SEXES 

33.  7? 

34.0? 

28.3? 

9. 

WHITE 

1,270 

1,202 

68 

5  •  3  X, 

10. 

BLACK 

14 

14 

0 

.0% 

11. 

OTHER    RACES 

86 

86 

0 

.0% 

12. 

SPANISH    AMERICAN 

196 

169 

27 

13.  7? 

13. 

MINORI TY    GROUPS    * 

296 

269 

27 

9.1? 

NOTES:   *  SU'-i  CF  SPANISH  AMERICAN  AND  ALL  RACES  EXCEPT  V.HITE.   SCME 
DUPLICATION  POSSIBLE-  SINCE  SPANISH  AMERICAN  MAY  INCLUDE 
NCNWHITE  RACES  IN  ADDITION  TO  bBITF. 

SUM  OF  INDIVIDUAL  ITEMS  MAY  NCT  ADC  TO  TOTAL  BECAUSE  OF 
ROUNDING. 

PERCENTAGES  COMPUTED  FROM  UNROUNDED  FIGURES.         . 


SOURCE: 


PERCENTAGE  FPOM  1970  CENSUS  FIGURES  APPLIED  TO  1975  LABOR 
FORCE. 


NEVADA  FMPLOYMENT  SCCUKITY  DEPARTMENT 
MANPOWER  INFORMATION  'AND  RESEARCH 
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3.   Income ;   The  following  tables  illustrate  the  differences  between 
counties  and  economic  sectors  and  show  growth  between  1969  and  1974.   Table  19 
displays  employment  and  income  by  sector  within  the  district  and  by  county  for 
1972. 

Table  20  is  from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis, 
Regional  Economics  Information  System. and  displays  the  change  in  personal  income 
by  sector  for  Nevada  and  by  county  between  1969  and  1973. 

Table  21  displays  and  compares  per  capita  income  and  median  effective  income 
by  county  with  Nevada  and  the  United  States. 

Table  22  compares  total  personal  income  and  per  capita  income  by  county  to 

Nevada  as  a  whole  and  to  other  Western  states  and  to  the  United  States  as  a  whole. 


O 


47 


TABLE  19 

WINNEMUCCA  DSll  EMPLOYMENT  AND  INCOME 
BY  SELECTED  ECONOMIC  SECTORS-1972+ 


SECTOR 

)   PERSONAI 
EMPLOYMENT  a/    INCOME  b/ 
(Persons)   "  1   (SlOOO's) 

Fa  I'm 

650 

11,600 

Govt.  Labor  Earnings 
Fed.  Civilian   ) 
Military       ) 
State  and  Local) 

760 

• 

1,300 

200 

5,000 

Manufacturing 

70 

W 

Mining 

170 

2,000 

Construction 

120 

w 

Transportation  and 
Communication 

240 

4,400 

Wholesale  and  Retail 
Trade 

840 

6,700 

Finance,  Insurance,  and 
Real  Estate 

60 

W 

Services       ) 
Other          ) 

700 

5,300 
V.' 

TOTAL 

3,610  a/ 

39,300 

+  Note:  Employment  does  not  include  self-employed  persons;  however, 
Income  includes  all  income,  including  self-employment  from  the 
indicated  source. 

W  Withheld  to  avoid  disclosure. 

a/  Total  number  employed  does  not  include  multiple  job  holding  (moon- 
lighting), as  do  the  employment  counts  by  sector;  therefore,  the 
sum  of  sector  employment  exceeds  total  number  of  employed  persons. 


Sources : 

a/  Nevada,  State  of,  County  Labor  Force  Summary:  1972,  Employment 

Security  Department,  Carson  City,  Nevada. 
W  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  "Local  Area  Personal  Income",  Survey  of 

Current  Business ,  May  1974.,  Table  2,  p.  73. 
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TABLE  19  cont. 
HUMBOLDT  COUNTY  EMPLOYMENT  AND  INCOME 
BY  SELECTED  ECONOMIC  SECTORS- 1972+ 


SECTOR 


Farm 


Govt.  Labor  Earnings 
Fed.  Civilian   ) 
Military       } 
■  State  and  Log a  1 ) 


Manufacturing 


Mining 


Construction 


Transportation  and 
Communication 


Wholesale  and  Retail 
Trade 


Finance,  Insurance,  and 
Real  Estate 


Services 
Other 


TOTAL 


I  PERSONAL 
EMPLOYMENT  a/    INCOME'  V 


(Persons) 


410 


(SlOOO's) 


6,100 


530 


60 


60 


1,000 

100 

3,500 


400 


600 


90 


800 


170 


630 


3,000 


4,700 


40 


600 


'2,590  a/ 


W 


3,800 
W 


24,600 


+  Note:  Employment  does  not  include  self-employed  persons;  however [ 
income,  includes  all  income,  including  self-employment  from  the 
indicated  source. 

W  Withheld  to  avoid  disclosure. 

a/  Total  number  employed  does  not  include  multiple  job  holding  (moon- 
lighting), as  do  the  employment  counts  by  sector;  therefore,  the 
sum  of  sector  employment  exceeds  total  number  of  employed  persons. 

Sources: 

a/  Nevada,  State  of,  County  Labor  Force  Summary:  1972.  Employment 

Security  Department,  Carson  City,  Nevada'. 
b/  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  "Local  Area  Personal  Income",  Survey  of 

Current  Business,  May  1974.,  Table  2,   p.  73. 
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•  TABLE  19  cont. 
PERSHING  COUNTY  EMPLOYMENT  A.ND  INCOMc 
BY  SELECTED  ECONOMIC  SECTORS-1972+ 


SECTOR 


Farm 


Govt.  Labor  Earnings 
Fed.  Civilian  ) 
Military       ) 
State  and  Local) 


Manufacturing 


Mining 


Construction 


Transportation  and 
Communication 


Wholesale  and  Retail 
Trade 


Finance,  Insurance,  and 
Real  Estate 


Services 
Other 


PERSONAL 


EMPLOYMENT  a/'    INCOME  b/ 


(Persons) 


240 


230 


10 


110 


30 


70 


210 


20 


100 


TOTAL 


1,020  a/ 


($1000' s) 


5,500 


300 

100 

1,500 


W 


1,400 


W 


1,400 


2,000 


300 


1,500 
200 


14,700 


+  Note:  Employment  docs  not  include  self-employed  persons;  however, 
Income  includes  all  income,  including  self-employment  from  the 
indicated  source. 
W  Withheld  to  avoid  disclosure.  .,.,«•    t      ~ 

a/  Total  number  employed  docs  not  include  multiple  job  holding  (moon- 
lighting),  as  do  the  employment  counts  by  sector;  therefore,  the 
sum  of  sector  employment  exceeds  total  number  of  employed  persons. 


Sources: 


a/  Nevada,  State  of,  County  Labor  Force  Summary:  197.?.,  Employment 

Security  Department,  Carson  City,  Nevada. 
b/  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  "Local  Area  Personal  Income',  .Survey  of 

Current  Business,  May  1974.,  Table  2,  p.  73. 
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#              •              •              •              •              • 

• 

# 

•                                 # 

• 

• 

• 

"   PTtV'wA                                                                                                                                                              l-'tKiO'-AL     INCOME     tiY    *■ 

AJGK    bOUKCtb    19< 

>C5   &    dolLap.^j 

--■--—■                             I  IE'-'                                                            •                                        1969                               1971). 

19  a 

19  72 

19  71 

TC'"'L   LASCR   AND   '-"pc^ietcrs    lUCCr-F   By   PLACE  OF  -.,'CnK    1/ 

n  y    t  v  p  r 

---     /AG-- ■"••:;;  "SALARY   CI5"-e*?SE'''E*TS     "2/"                     ""         1,572,005              1,734,182"" 
^J^"    LA^CR     P.'CC'-'F                                                                                     53,201                       63,456 

1,901,235 

73,582 

2,107,011 
89,767 

2,391 ,166 
103,046 

p^-ERirTCKS    ;:;cc"r  "           ■" "168,077           ""-'150,785 

FA3>"                                                                                                                        26,096                       25,563 

164,951    ' 

26,910 

174, 9C4 
36,809 

20?,066 
53,806 

■'.  ■:',-•  v-:r                                                                         143,901              125,222 

138,041 

HP, 055 
4  8,657 

146,260 

e.v>v                                                                                                                    33,48  1                      36,709 

38,755 

67,913 

\"  .-.-''                                                                                                           l,7b?,R02               1,911, 714 
P--IV5TE                                                                                                  1,42a, 481               1,534.627 

2,101  ,063 
1  ,679,987 

2,32.3  ,025 
1,855,736 

2,628,365 
2,122,312 

'•A'.L-ACTUPI.'.C-                                                                                             74,440                       80,809 
•■' I':!'. G                                                                                                                36,562                       39,854 

87,032 

37,296 

179,299 

302,448 

94,863 

154,751 

101,642 
34,115 
( C )  " 

336,370 

'"  106,924 

173,936 

(D) 
42,942 

.              CCVSACT    CC'iST^t'CTICH                                                              143,378                   157,485 
m-CLFSALE    AN?    =.lT-^:L    TRAOE                                                    255,077                   276,955 

271,333 

378,244 

1  17,2  94 
19  8,996 

r!':A;CE,     IKSt^AJ'Cci    AW    R  =  A"L    ESTATE                                  75,669                       79,. '345 
T-A'5".,    CC"'''.    -    r;,J^L;C    UTILITIES                                   122,334                   137,735 

SERVICES                     '                                                                                  -712,666                    757,879 
nyuto    Jf.pUSTRIES                                                                              4,355                       4,065 

819,495 
4,803 

8  9  5,581 

to 

467,28  9 "" 
10  8,115 

981  ,168 
(D) 

~                      OEV,:  Ef.T                                                                                                     335.321                     377,067 
~FCCTA1_,     CiViLlA'l                                                                                        82,853                         89,772 

421  ,076 
101,272 

506,053 
1  14,262 

•                 Frr-AL.    :■"  I L  I "  -  -■  V                                                                                  69,3.13                       74,236 
STi*£    AVP    LCCAL                                                                                      188,155                    213,079 

80,352 
239,452 

9 0,3  8 3 
2  6  8,291 

9  1  ,801 
299,990 

~E°IVATI0N    OF    PERSONAL    I';Cc'-'E    RY   PLACE   OF   RESIDENCE 

1,793, 283 


rOTAL  L*BO?  AND  PROPRIETORS  INCOME  BY 

PLACE  OF  "WORK     -  • 
LC55:  "l:'!-?'.'-''L  c:M^:?.!.'TIC"-5  fob  SOCIAL 


<wt 


■r-pf 


A.,ir.  i\ 


>:r-  LA' 


;:?5  I'.'CG."E  BY 


"LACE    CF    V.Cx'. 
PLLV-    RtSJCENCE    AO  JL  ST''EN!T 
;E7   LAnOR    /KD    PP"P?'lETa".S    INCOME   BY 

PLACE    OF    RESIOF'iCF. 

"^l\"-,t-  ^:v:pe";i:5",  n:'TE""5Ti_ANr7_PEr:r 

PL--,*:    TKAf.SFER    cay''-:;TS 


'66",10"r 

1,727,182 
-3^,702 

1  ,69!  ,480 

"7~225,327" 

■    13  3,059 


"1V94H,4"23"~ 

75V.8  7  5" 

1,872,548 
-38,638 


1,033,910 
""  2  54,T2r 


(•>!     ', 


PF-SC'AL    K.CC-'-'E    HY    PLACE    CF    PF.SlDEf.CE-  .    -         2, 040,866 

PE^    CAPITA    IKCO-'F  4,271 

TOTAL  PAPULATION  (THOUSAriDSJ  ^80.0 

•t  si*<r*N  to  Avoio  EI5CLCSWE  of  Confidential  information  rR  for  itfms  $50,000  op  less,  data  a  ;r  i'-cllded  in  totals. 


16  1.571 
2",249,602 
4,563 
4  93.0 


T,139,819" 

07,502" 

2,052,236 
-42  ,992 

2,009,244 
~"  280,072" 
198,901 

2,489,017 


"2,371,632 

9  6',010" 

2,275,664 
-47,822 

2,227,042 

314  ,664" 
234,042 


"2,696,278 

~-120,952" 

2,575,326 
-54,456 

2,520,870 
355,944" 
27i ,298 


4,071 
511.0 


2,7  '6,548 
5,211 
532.8 


3  , 1 4  R  ,  1  1 2 
5,712 
551.2 


5F.5,  C7'-ff:  LA"'-;-  I'-'CO'-'E  A?'.0  r-.Wt> ;  I  T0f"'S  [»;CCi*!r 

-  ■■-■:-■■  :.:■•:  v ; c  r '• :  rwo?  crvr-rf   wAr%rs  -      KrvAOA  r''.p|.fiY:if.-!T  .rrrt;'.'iTY  ~r"T, 


* 

• 

NtVwA                                                                                                                                                               V:t.K50':AL     l«CO.f>t     M    r/'A 

JOR    50URCE5    1969 

■73  fTKOLSJUcs  0  Dollar?! 

I  ']:."                                                                                                    1  969                               1970 

19  1-1 

1972                           1973 

T'U    LABOR    AND    "PerP  I  E TORS    IflCCf'F    By    PLACE   OF    :,'0RK    1/ 

3Y    7v;:n 

.•A'l-.    v;o    SALARY    UISr!L"5F.p-  E">  IS      2/                                 1,5/2,005              1,734,182 
OT-~q    LAn-CR    I'.CC'E                                                                                 53,201                      63,456 

1 ,901 ,235 

73,502 

164,951 

26,910 

'2,107,011              2,391,166 
89,7  67                   103,046 

174,904                   20?, 066     """        """■"* 
36,009                      53,f!06 

p:.-    r;?i~TCR5    IKcct                                                                          16fti0?7    .              150,785 
FAm«                                                                                                                  26,096                      25,563 

""WW                                                                                                        143,981                    125,222 

130,041 

130,095                    140,260 

my    jvjl5tsy 

ca->v                                                                                                                    3  3,401                      36,709 

38,755 
2~,101,O63" 
1  ,679,987 

4  0,6  57                     67,913 

'.•■"'^A--'                                                                                                           1,759,002               1,911,714 
P-tjViTE                                                                                                         1,424,481                1,534,627 

2,323,025               2,628,365 
1,055,736              2,122,312 

'■A'.l-ACTLTn.'.T                                                                                            74,440                       ."0,009 
'■'IM'.Q                                                                                                                 34,562                       39,054 

87,032 

37,296 

179,299 

3  0  2,440 

94,863 

154,751 

"319,495    ' 

4,003 

"42  1  ,076 

101,272 

101,642                              ( D ) 
34,115  .                   4?,942 

CC'^T"ACT    CCNST^UcTICfi                                                              143,370                   157,405 
•.i-CLc3ALF    A\'T    5CT-A1L    TPAOE                                                        255,077                    276,955 

(0)                    271,333 

336,370                    370,244 

" 106,924                     117,294 

173,935      •              190,996 

"i'^'CE,     IKSLPAJ'CE,    AMP    REAL    ESTATE                                  75,669                       79,045 
T=A\?".,    CC"'-',     *    »USLIC    UTILITIES                                     122,334                     137,735 

SERVICES                                                                                                       -712,666                    757,079 
CT'--?     I'  PUSTRISS                                                                                        4,355                          4,065 

895,  5 91    ■               961,160 
( C )                             ID) 

C:vE~\.'  Ef.T                                                                                                335,321                   377,007 
"ECERAL,    CIVILIA'!                                                                                   02,053                       09,772 

467,209                  506,053 
108,115                  114,262 

F^-rE-AL.    .'•'  I L  I T  A  r^  y                                                                                   69,313                       74,236 
Statk    A-^T    LOCAL                                                                                      103,155                    213,079 

00,352     ' 
239,452 

90,383                      9l,ft0l 
268,291                    299,990 

~E5IVATION    r,F    PERSONAL    I':CCVE    BY    CLACE    OF    RESIDENCE 

TOTAL  LAMF  AMD  PROPRIETORS  INCOME  BY 

PLACE  OF  WORK  '   -  ■        

LC'S:  Pt-SO'.'AL  cC'iT'<I?!.!TICA5  FOR  SOCIAL 

1"  Sl'^A-CE  Tv"PLACr~CF'  X-EK 

M.£T  LAn3»  A'.1)  PPOPPJST'CRS  I "COVE  BY 
"LACE  CE  V,C~< 
PLLS:  RESIDENCE  AHJ'_;ST''E'!T 

•:ft  LAnoR  ;vD  fp"?ieto~5  p-cce  by 

PLACE    OF    RESKV'iCE 

~ new  fJivir,E*.'cs;-ir'Tr.Rr:sT7'~WirPcn 

PL'/v    TKAf.SFEH    cAY"=t:T5 


PF-SO'ML    I.\CC"E    BY    DLACE'CF    RES  I  DEf.CE ' 

PE?    CAPITA    INCOME 

total    PnFULATIC"    (THOUSANDS) 


"1",793,283 

"6  6",  101" 

1,727,162 
-35,702 


1,691  ,480 

7~225,327 

13  3,059 


~1Y940,42  3" 


2  ,040:,  06  6 
4,271 
4  80.0 


"75YB75" 

1,072,548 
-30,633 

1,833,910 
"""  254, T2T 

161.571 

2,249,602 
4,56  3 
4  93.0 


T,139,819~ 
87,562"" 

2,052,236 
-42,992 

2,009,244 

"~"  230,072" 

198,901 

2,409,017 

4,871 

511.0 


2,371,632 

2,275,664 
-47,822 

2,227,042 
'  3U  ,664" 
2  34,04  2 

2,7  ?6,548 

5.211 

532.8 


"2,696,276 

~""120,"95r 

2,575,326 

-54,456 

2,520,870 
355,944" 
27) ,2Qfi 

3  . 1 4  f. ,  1 1  2 
5,712 
5  51.2 


(">}    'i 

1  /    r.  * 


■T    S'-rWN    TO    AVOIR    DISCLOSURE    OP    CcKFl  DFAT1 AL    IN^ORMAT  I  Of!    rR    rOR    ITEMS    $50,000    OP    LESS.    DATA    A7f     I'.CLL^ED    IN    TOTALS, 
>*■  j  •.-"•<;    ;s   t!  r    Z\  "  0 l'   ' 


S,    CT'-fR    LA'"'-:-     Ij-'CO'-'S    Af'.O    rTOl'Pl) 

■:"■:-:■:.:•■■   v ;  ( r '  :    r  wo;    rrVf-fl    "■.'•'■ 


T0r'S    I';CC''-'r 

rrs  -      'TVAriA  r'iRi.nYMrfiT  r,rci'»!TY  '?r~T. 


NEVADA 


"TTFJT 


-?£Tr5o":AL    INCOME    BY    MAJOR~5oT) RTE5    1969 - 73~TT R OVSTKTcS    OF    D5TOT5T 
1970 1971""  "f9  7  2"""  ^T<573 


1969 


rCTAL    LABOR    AND    PROPRIETORS    KiCCKE    BY    PLACE    OF    '•■'0"K    1/ 


"VA6E    "*1D" "S'ACARY'CISBURSEMENTS      2/ 

OTkpR  LA1CR  !NCO!-'E 

'  »C  3  =  R  !ETO~S  IhCCvE 
F  a  a  '■' 


"A, 837 
203 

5,71 1 
_2,98  3_ 

2.728 


"5,368 

239 
'5,931 

3,779 


2,152 


"5,938 
261 

"5,871" 
3,543 
2,325 


*JY"T,iCGSTl*Y~ 


iC/iP/njq— 
PRIVATE 


Ml\,  FACTORING 


"TT-iTi!>CT  CCNSfRUrTTON 

WHOLESALE  MO    RETAIL  TRAOE  _       __ 
""Fr;.ViCE,  "I'ISURA.'icE,."  AID"  heal"  ESTATE 

TiA'iSP..  CQV'-'.  ■*    PUBLIC  UTILITIES 
~"~5F<"'TcES 

GT^ER  INDUSTRIES 

c-SvcR:i"SMr  '"" 

pcr>E^AL«_CIVlLMN • i 

'  c gr; =3 AL ,    *  I L 1  T  •'•  R  Y 

STATE    AM:    LOCAL  ___ 


3  ,  6  1  0_ 
7,141 

5,790 

(01 

1,011 

144 
1.921 

355 
_669 
1  ,509" 

(D) 
1,3  51" 

237 
36" 
1,078 


4»522 

7  ,  01 6 
5,477 


(D) 
1,21 4_ 

91 

1  ,764 

"24  1" 

_/>54_ 

1,381 

(0) 

1,539 

294 

40 

1,205 


4,335 
7  ,  7  3  5" 
6,12  5_ 

(0) 
1,504 

(0]  " 
1,912 

2  4  7" 
__66  3_ 
1,36!) 

164 

1 ,610" 

274 

"     42 

1,294 


JE^IVATICN   CF    PERSONAL    INCQMEj'Y  PLACE   OF  RES1DF.KCE_ 

"10,751" 


TOTAL    L*\POP    A'!C    PROPRIETORS    INCOME.   PV 

^LACE  CF  V.C:^ 


U",  53  8 


"12,070 


.E5S=  ''5f.»5r':AL  CCNTRIS'JTIO-N'S  FCR  SOCIAL 


-7'iSLRAT:tE~"'Y"nLACE""0T  ^tiT 


304 


330 


1/  rA 


MET  lA~OI-  A."!0  PPCFRIETORS  INCOME  BY 
"   '   ELACE  CF  VCRK 

PLUS!  RL5IDENCE  ADJUSTMENT 
liET  LAnlF  Af-.D  PROPRIETORS"  I "CCT-FJ-SY"' 

PLACE  OF  RESIDENCE 
—  PLiJS":  ■TIVirE^C'.'riTrRrSTT^Wrr^EfOr- 
plus:  TRANSFER  p A Y ■ ' E r i T 5 

PE05C.':AL  I  r:CC"-'.E  S*  PL-ACE  OF  RESlDEf-CE 

PFQ  cft"!TA  INCOME  _     

TOTAL    BOP'JLATICN     (T'-'OUSA'lOS) 

YT    E 


10,447 
26fl 

11,208 
124 

10,715 

11,332 

P.52 
98  3 

Q0"5 
1  ,09  6 

12,550 

13,333 

4,667 

4  ,Q45 

2.7 

•  2.7 

3  23 

11,747 
102 

11  ,849 
1*667 

1,232 

14,  148 

5,42  7 

2.4 


6,407 
297 
"6,590 
_4  , 98 2_ 

1  ,6  Co 


5,773 

"7,521" 
5,747 

to 

776 

"  (  C  )  " 

1,9C3 

""269 

77  8 

1,34  6"' 

131 

1,774 

317 

4  5 

1,412 


13,294 


329 

12,965 
85 

13,050 
H2T9 

_  1,302 

15,571 

5,983 

2.6 


6,778 

2  98 

10,030 

_7,909_ 

2,121 


8,850 

8,256" 

_61297_ 

"(D) 

1,382 

(D) 

1,999 

(D) 

P,PC_ 
"17384 

138 
1,95  9 

322 

4& 

1,589 


17,106 


380 

16,726 
PR 

J.  6  »  8  1  4__ 
"1  ,382 

1,538 

19,734 

7,652 

2.6 


•!    TO    AVOIT   DISCLOSURE 


F    COf'FIDFNTIAL    tNFOR!-'A>  ION    r'R    FOP    ITEMS    -.50,000    OR    LESS.    DATA    ARE    I-VCLLCCO    IN    TOTALS.' 
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TABLE  21 

MONEY  INCOME  STATUS  OF  KINNEMUCCA  DSR 

RESIDENTS,  SELECTED  YEARS 


in 


r 

Per  Capita  Income 
of  Persons  a/ 
($] 

Per  Capita  Income 
Relative  to  U.S.  b/ 
Index:  U.S. =100 

Per  Capita 
•  Income  c/ 

Median  Effective 
Buying  Income  d/ 

1969 

1950       1972 

1972      1973 

1974 

COUNTIES : 
Humboldt 
Pershing 

3,516 
4,607 

141 
108 

105 
147 

4,105 
5,983 

5,119 
7,652 

11,202 
12,811 

DSR: 

Winnemucca 

3,980 

128 

118 

4,666 

5,807 

11,628 

STATE: 
Nevada 

4,271  e/ 

134  £/ 

.....  . 

115  f/ 

5,211 

*: 

5,712 

13,517 

■ 

Sources : 


a/  U.S.  Bureau  of  Census,  Census  of  Population:  1970,  General  Social  and  Economic  Characteristics, 

Final  Report  PC-(1)-C50  Nevada,  Washington,  D.C. :  U.S.G.P.O.,  1972,  Table  124,  pp.  174-5. 
b_/  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  "Local  Area  Personal  Income",  Survey  of  Current  Business,  Part  II, 

May  1974,  pp.  72-73. 
,c/  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  "County  and  Metropolitan  Area  Personal  Income,"  Survey  of  Current 

Business,  April  1975,  Table  2,  p.  46. 
d/  Anonymous,  "1975  Survey  of  Buying  Power",  Sales  Management,  July  21,  1975,  p.  D-66,  Op_.  cit., 

Census  of  Population:  1970,  Table  57. 
e/  U.S.  Department  of  ComuT.erce,  "State  Projections  of  Income,  Employment,  and  Population  to  1990", 

Survey  of  Current  Business,  April  1974,  p.  44. 
f/   Ibid.  1971  data. 


TABLE  22 
Tnr*,  .  PPRSOMAL  IMP"'  '™  ™   ^P.TA  IWtW  BY  fOHNTY  196?-.973 


Total  Personal  Income 

Millions  of  Dollars        Percent 

Change 

1969     1972     1973     1972-197J 


Hutnbol  dt 
Pershi  ng 
Nevada 

Source: 


23 

13 

2,050 


27 

16 

2,777 


34 

20 
3.148 


25-9 
25.0 
13.4 


Total  Per  Capita 

Personal  Income  Rank 

Dollars  in 

1969     1972     1973  State 


3,516  4,105  5,119  9 
i*,667  5,983  7,652  \ 
j+,271    5,211    5,712 


Department  of  Commerce,  Regional  Economic  Measurement Division, 

"County  and  Metropolitan  Area  Personal  Income,"  Survey,  of 
Current  Business.,  April  1975. 

Total  Personal  Income  by  Metropolitan  Area  1969  -  1973 


To  t  a  1  Fersonal  Income 


Las  Vegas 

Reno 

U.S. 


Mil  1  ions  of  Pol lars 


1969 


1,142 

546 

751,425 


1972 


1,525 

771 

947,066 


1973 


1,723 
866 
1,057,825 


Percent 
Change 


1972-1973 


12.98 
12.32 
11.69 


Per    Capi  ta    I  ncnrne 


Dol lars 


1972 


5,118 
5,837 
4,548 


!973 


5,603 
6,350 
5,041 


Percent  of 
Na  t ' 1 . Ave . 


1973 


111 
126 


Source:   U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis  BEA__News 
Release  BEA  75-31. 


■                1                  ' 

For  ceplti 

j^reooAl   incooo 

:  Tot»l 

;.:::.'■     ,.-.1      1  flCWfl 

Bt»t«  »™5  r+flon 

Holler, 

Perc-ent 

rhanffft 

1973-7k 

Fercfrot   of 
r.ntlorJil 

In  \'/l\ 

Hllllon.    0 

f   <V>ll*x» 

change 

Million,   of   GV.ll»r« 

per  r*int 

IT    177  3- 

IT    177< 

1973 

I'/l  h 

1973 

197k 

IV  1973 

IT  lyrk 

5",«*1 

5,M2 
>,500 
5,712 

1,31.5 
5,1>1 

'5,  Wo 
5.5*5 

5,8'A 
5,977 
6,073 
5, no 
5,o51 

7,c?3 

7.8 

6.9 

8.9 
6.3 
0.6 
9-7     . 

IS. 5 
6.5 

108 

no 

1V2 
97 

lCi  • 
1^5 

1,057,6^5 

iliS,  ISO 

113, 7L6 

3,11.3 

10,753 

17,67k 

1,958 

1,1U8,7?0 

)W,"2 

1*5.379 

3,i.fo 

11, ^l 
19,  tie 

5,367 
k,970 

8.6 

10. V 
10. J 

10.5 

11.0 
11.1 

?1.0 

6.5 

l,102,?r8 

151.610 

118,530 

3,3?5 

11,528 

16,527 

f,031 
V. ISO- 

1,185,051 

167, 1« 
130,770 

J.S51 

1!,}77 

to,yj5 

2.5^9 
5,19* 

7.5 
10. J 

9.6 

r4.5 

F-ouj-C.I      S\n->4U  of  Icoroal 

:  /o*lj«l 

1,  U.S.  ] 

5 

pf  Cocnrrc*. 

3 

4.   Major  Economic  Sectors:   This  section  identifies  the  major  firms 
in  each  economic  sector  in  the  Winnemucca  District.   Information  was  obtained 
in  interviews  with  the  Winnemucca  District  Staff,  May  25,  1976. 

Agriculture; 

Farms:   Winnemucca  Farms  owned  by  Kracaw  and  Sons,  Inc.;  Silver 
State  Farms. 

Ranches:   Nevada-Garvey  owned  by  Garvey  Ranches,  Inc.;  C-2 
Cattle  Company,  C-Punch  Ranch  in  Pershing  County „ 

Livestock  Feedlots:   Nevada  Nile  Ranches  in  Lovelock;   IBF-McDougal 
Livestock  Company  in  Lovelock. 

Manufacturing :   Kracaw  Potato  Processing  owned  by  Kracaw  and 
Sons,  Inc.;  Frenches  Potato  Processing  in  Winnemucca;  (Electrical) 
Pacific  Western  Systems  at  Fort  McDermitt  Indian  Reservation. 

Construction:   No  major  firms. 

Transportation  and  Communication:   Western  Pacific  Railroad; 
Southern  Pacific  Railroad;  KWNA  Radio  Station  in  Winnemucca. 

Wholesale  and  Retail  Trade:   Reliable  Hardware  in  Winnemucca; 
Sewells-Mayfair  in  Winnemucca. 

Services:   The  Star  and  Red  Bull  Inn  owned  by  Joe  Mackie; 
Bank  Club  in  Lovelock. 

Mining:   General  Electric-Tungston;  U.S.  Gypsum  at  Empire; 
Cordero-Mercury;  Eagle-Pitcher  at  Winnemucca. 
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C.   Infrastructure 

The  following  infrastructures  (utilities,  transportation,  schools,  etc.) 
serve  the  local  populace,  link  them  together,  and  provide  their  social  services. 

1.   Tax  Base  and  Public  Finance  Capability:   The  tax  base  for  Humboldt 
and  Pershing  Counties  is  the  assessed  valuation  of  the  real  property  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  taxing  unit.   Table  23  shows  the  assessed  value  of  the  local 
government  tax  bases  between  1970  and  1975.   The  local  government  unit  rate  is  the 
mill  levy  on  a  dollar  of  real  property  or  the  amount  of  tax  in  cents  to  be  paid 
on  a  hundred  dollars  of  property.   The  Nevada  St^ite  property  tax  is  .25  mills. 
The  total  combined  tax  rate  is  limited  by  law  to  5.00  mills.   The  combined  unit 
rate  is  computed  by  adding  State  and  local  taxes  together.   Thus,  the  tax  rate 
for  Lovelock  in  1974-75  was  5.00  while  Winnemucca  was  A. 996  mills.   The  State 
government  also  collects  a  room  tax  on  motels,  a  gasoline  tax,  cigarette  and 
sales  tax,  and  a  gaming  tax  on  gambling.  Most  of  the  revenue  that  goes  to  the 
State  government  goes  into  the  general  fund,  of  which  part  is  divided  and  returned 
to  the  counties  as  distributive  school  funds.   This  method  is  used  because  the 
counties  lack  the  ability  to  administer  these  taxes. 

The  tax  base  and  tax  rate  are  high  enough  and  stable  enough  to  be  able  to 
absorb  changes  in  population  in  both  Winnemucca  and  Lovelock.  However,  in 
the  smaller  outlying  communities,  the  tax  base  is  narrow  and  the  tax  rate 
is  lower  than  in  the  large  towns.  Therefore,  these  small  communities  are 
ill-equipped  to  expand  their  social  services  in  order  to  deal  with  a  rapid 
change  in  population  due  to  a  mining  boom  ct  a  major  construction  project 
such  as  the  proposed  Valmy  Power  Plant. 

The  following  table,  (Table  24)  illustrates  the  transfer  payments  from 
Federal  and  State  governments  to  county.   The  largest  category  in  Federal 
grants  comes  from  the  Department  of  Housing,  Education,  and  Welfare. 
Another  large  category  is  fiscal  assistance  to  State  and  local  governments. 
Both  Humboldt  and  Pershing  Counties  are  heavily  dependent  on  Nevada  State 
school  fund  distribution  and  gasoline  tax  revenue  distribution.   There  is 
very  little  dependence  on  grazing  fees  (classified  in  the  table  as  Department 
of  Interior  Payments  to  States). 
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TABLE  23  . 
HUMBOLDT  COUNTY 
LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  TAXING  UNITS  ASSESSED  VALUATION 

1970-75 


in 

oo 


LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
TAXING  UNIT 


ASSESSED  VALUATION  [DOLLARS) 
FISCAL  YEARS 


LOCAL 
I  GOVERNMENT 

I  UNIT  RATE 


1 — 1  Q71  -72      1     1 972,-.?.£, ! lii73r74 [__19JA-J.fi — J- 


l      197Q-7 1       j  __ iy/ 1-  is       i  _  i  gv_ ~_i  Z..-Z _. -J -r— -1----'- -'--■-  — -f — w-^----.g 


~"l~5S6 


u 

1  - 

7 

~GolCQnda    rare 

Protection  Dist.  [|     5,000,174 


lur.tboldt   Fire 

Di  strict 


N.A. 


McDermtt   i-jre 

Protection  Dist.        1,771,416 


5 , 4  2  9 , 5  2 j 


,754,47s  i 


T 


1,768,229!    88S./161  [    975.477  1    959,105 


Orova.'.a 


Protection  ^__A-Aj1^2IL\      l »  969  '  04°  .-2-^AlL^i 
Paradise  Valley   jj 


|  FircJ'rot.  Dist.  \\     2,01S,751 
j  Pueblo  Tire 


Protection  Dist. 


2  ,  0  S  3 ,  9 1 1  j  _2j2U_^l  ^Ll^-Il^  _°- 


605,616  655,712 


W  i  nn err.uc  c  a  Ru  r  a  1 

Fire  Prot.  Dist. 


Humboldt  County 
Schools 


2,288,734 


2,500,604 


?    fV7d     1 


6/4,1/0 


751,401   |  807.106  j  351,552 


3,435,116  |     5,500,137 


j 3.429,^23.0.1 5xi£i>JL8JL . 

!  33.672,860  1    55,401,205  I   5^fS7(>J79\j9J26]_:l26_^i13nS^ 


5, 297,90 


I S  0 


C.15I 


5.014,732       4,7731744_ 

N.A.  |  N.A.  i  ^72  ,00/  £q^_ti±iJ zlS^L 


0.250 


0.250 


I 
0.250        | 


0-"Q.._j 


•     0<<,i 


Source 


Nevada  Tax  Co^ission,   Local -Government  Red.  Bwjci^djfalore^ax  Rates :     Bufoetjuraaries 

for  K^vnria  Local   Governments,   Nevada  Tax  Commission,   Carson  City..    x9/U-/4. 


TABLE  23 

PERSHING  COUNTY 
LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  TAXING  UNITS  ASSESSED  VALUATION 

1970-75 


in 

10 


LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
TAXING  UNIT 

i 

ASSESSED  VALUATION  (DOLLARS) 
FISCAL  YEARS 

LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 
UNIT  RATE 

1970-71 

1971-72 

1972-75   1  1973-74 

1974-75 

1974-75 

Pershing  County 

21,300,000 

22,831,137 

23,407,399 

25,376,424 

27,539,989 

1.457 

Lovelock 

2,870,000 

2,918,960 

2,908,950 

3,061,000 

3,152,867 

1.720 

Pershing  County 
Schools 

i 
i 

21,300,000 

22,831,157 

23,407,399 

25,376,424 

27,539,989 

1.573 

Source: 

Nevada  Tax  Commission,  Local  Government  Red  Book;  Ad  Valorem  Tax  Rates,  Budget  Summaries 
for  Nevada  Local  Governments,  Nevada  Tax  Commission,  Carson  City,  1970-74. 


TABLE  24 

Payments  to  Local  Governments 
in  the  Winnemucca  District  Statistical 

Region 


Counties 

or 
Cities 


Humboldt    Winnemucca   Pershing    Lovelock 


o 


Federal  a/  (1974) 

Department  of  Agriculture  Grants  $  19,000 

Shared  Revenue  From  Forest  Service  ■     6,000 

Grants  From  Department  of  H.E.W.  3.53,000 

Department  of  Interior  Grants  12,000 

Department  of  Interior  Payments  to  States  36,000 

Fiscal  Assistance  to  State  and  Local  Governments   144,000 

Nevada  State  b/  (1974-75) 


$ 


6,000 

0 

215,000 

10,000 

23,000 

58,000 


Local  School  Support  Tax  Distribution 
County/City  Relief  Tax  Distribution 
Gasoline  Tax  Revenue  Distribution 
Cigarette  Tax  Revenue  Distribution 
Liquor  Tax  Revenue  Distribution 


313,061 

-- 

84,718 

-- 

76,061 

$97,856 

20,370 

$29,118 

187,686 

-- 

108,108 

-- 

63,858 

82,157 

25,171 

35,982 

10,521 

13,541 

4,146 

5,928 

a/  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity,  Fiscal  Year  1974  Federal  Outlays  in  Nevada,  Washington,  D.C. 

GP0;  1974. 
b/  Nevada  State  Department  of  Taxation,  Annual  Report  1974-75,  Carson  City,  Nevada,  1975. 


. 


2 .  Land  Ownership  and  Use: 


County 


Winnemucca 


BLM  Lands 


TABLE  25 
District  Land  Ownership  and  Uses  by  County  Acreages  a/ 


Other  Federal 
Lands 


Private,  State, 
etc.  Lands 


Churchill 

Humboldt 

Lyon 

Pershing 

Washoe 


192,757 

4,216,980 

160 

2,803,907 

696,521 


46,972 

322,006 

13,294 

20,475 

1,200 


212,427 

1,048,581 

12,470 

974, S02 

103,242 


BLM 

per  cent 

Total 

{ 

Df  total 

452,156 

42.6 

5,587,567 

75.4 

25,924 

.6 

3,799,184 

73.8 

800,963 

86.9 

Total 


7,910,325 


403,947 


2,351,522 


10,665,794 


Y&nnemucca  District  Land  Status  a/ 


Category 

Vacant  Public  Lands 
Reserved  Lands 

Other  Federal  Lands  Administered  by  BLM 
■  Private  Lands  Administered  by  BLM 
under  exchange  of  use 

Total 


Acres 

7,801,146 
12,802 
96,377 

1,451,928 

9,362,253 


74.1 


1974-75  Land  Use  b/ 
(For  a  further  analysis,  _see^h]n§iource  Industry  Analysis)— 


Private  Lands  (Acres) 

Cultivated 

Wild  Hay  or  Meadow 

Pasture 

Grazing 


Humboldt  County_ 


Pershing  County 


67,111 

36,937 

27,480 

840,326 


34,528 

29,482 

7,620 

781,466 


a/  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Public  Land  Statistics  FY  1975,  Nevada  State 

—   0£  the  Tax  Rolls  by  Counties  and  Classes.,  iwj>  m,    ivi**   '-»>  ^ 
1974,  197X 


61 


'■'■"■"  "■"""""■""■""TMtl 


3.  Transportation  and  Communication 

Roads:  A  fairly  good  road  system  serves  the  district.   Interstate 
80  is  a  four-lane  highway,  except  through  Lovelock  and  Winnemucca;  Work  is  in 
progress  to  bypass  both -downtown  Winnemucca  and  Lovelock.   State  highway  95 
connects  Winnemucca  with  Oregon  and  Idaho  through  Mc  Dermitt.   State  Route 
140  branches  off  95  and  runs  through  Denio  and  on  to  Oregon  and  the  coast. 
State  Route  49  is  a  two  lane,  bladed,  gravel  road  which  connects  Winnemucca 
with  Gerlach.   State  Route  48  connects  Lovelock  with  Gerlach.   On  the 
Winnemucca  District  map,  paved  roads  are  indicated  by  solid  lines  while  gravel 
roads  are  indicated  by  dashed  lines.   The  road  system  forms  a  centralized 
network  with  Winnemucca  and  Lovelock  as  its  main  points.  The  county  maintains 
other  paved  and  gravel  roads.   BLM  also  maintains  several 'improved  dirt  roads. 
There  are  several  unimproved  dirt  roads  which  are  accessible  by  four-wheel  drive, 
vehicles. 

Railroads :   There  are  two  transcontinental  railroads  in  the 
District.   The  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  and  the  Western  Pacific  Railroad 
parallel  each  other  along  the  Humboldt  River.   Freight ' service  is  available 
in  Lovelock  and  Winnemucca;  and  passenger  service  on  Amtrak  is  available  in 
Winnemucca. 

Bus  Lines :  Bus  lines  operate  on  the  Interstate  highway  and  connect 
along  Highway  95  north  and  south.  Buses  leave  east  and  west  several  times. 
daily  on  Interstate  80. 

Air  Lines:  Air  travel  is  available  west  to  east  in  the  mornings 
and  east  to  west  in  the  afternoon  on  a'  small  bank-service  airline  (Air  Service 
Inc.).   The  "bank"  plane  stops  in  Winnemucca  and  Lovelock.   Flights  are  not 
available  on  weekends  or  holidays.   There  are  small  airstrips  throughout  the 
district  which  can  handle  light  planes.   Both  planes  and  helicopters  can  be 
chartered  or  rented. 

Telephones:   Telephone  service  is  available  to  all  small  towns 
and  most  of  the  ranches  in  the  district.  There  are  no  areas  without  some  form 
of  contact.  Telegraph  lines  connect  all  of  the  small  towns. 

Television:   Television  reception  is  available  with  high  gain 
antennas  throughout  "the  district.  '  There  is  a  repeater  station  near 
Winnemucca  which  rebroadcasts  a  Reno  television  station.   The  northern  areas  can 
pick  up  Idaho  and  Oregon  stations.   Radio  reception  is  difficult  during  the  day 
but  is  very  clear  at  night.   There  is  one  radio  station ,    KWNA,  in  Winnemucca. 
Civilian  band,  or  CB  radios,  are  becoming  popular  and  are  used  throughout  the 
district  by  many  private  individuals. 

For  further  information  on  transportation  and  communication,  see  the  Bill's 
district  transportation  plan  and  overlay. 

Newspapers :   The  Humboldt  Sim  and  the  Lovcl ock  Review-Mi ncr 
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cover  the  local  area.  Regional  papers  Include  the  Elko  Free  Press  and  Reno's 
Nevada  State  Journal.   National  newspapers  are  also  available. 

4.   Fire  Control  (Public  Land  Related*);   All  of  the  fire  departments 
in  the  district  are  volunteer.   However,  these  fire  departments  are  not  equipped 
or  available  to  put  out  fires  on  public  lands,  although  they  can  respond  if 
an  emergency  threatens'  their  town,  such  as  a  spreading  range  fire.   (For  further 
analysis,  m.  Problems  and  Issues,  E.)   ■ 

Responsibility  for  fire  suppression  and  prevention  in  the  .Winnemucca  district, 
therefore,  rests  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.   (See  Illustration  11.) 
Those  areas  that  are  closer  to  one  district  office  than  another  have  been 
designated  areas  of  "initial  attack  responsibility''  for  the  closest  district. 

Most  of  the  ELM  fire  equipment  is  1964-65  vintage.   There  is  a  pumper 
stationed  at  Orovada  and  another  at  Paradise.   There  is "an  agreement  for  local 
volunteers  to  man  the  pumpers  at  Orovada  and  Paradise.   The  remaining  ELM 
equipment  is  at  Winnemucca ' s  district  headquarters.   ELM  trains  an  Indian 
crew  in  manning .the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA)  pumper  at  McDermitt.   There 
are  no  other  agreements  with  local  communities. 

Fire  control  in  the  Vestern  states  is  coordinated  through  the  Boise  Interagency 
Fire  Center.   Air  support  can  be  requested  through  this  center.   A  borate 
bomber  is  stationed  at  Elko  airport. 

There  has  been  a  trend  in  the  last  few  years  towards  greater  property  damage 
and  a  larger  number  of  fires.   This  is  attributed  to  the  development  of 
housing  adjacent  to  rangelands  and  the  increased  use  of  natural  resource  lands 
by  user  groups.   In  addition,  there  have  been  very  dry  summers  the  past  few 
years.   Most  fire  actions  occur  between  May  15  and  October  31. 

TABLE  26 
Winnemucca  District  Fire  Incidence  and  History 
Year  Total  Acres  Burned  BLM  Other  Ownership 


1974 
1975 


36,621 
15,028 


24,341 
8,867 


12,200 
6,161 


Less  acres  were  burned  in  19  75  due  to  high  amounts  of  rainfall.   However,  this 
also  means  there  will  be  large  amounts  of  vegetation  which  will  provide  fuel 
for- 1976.   From  the  dry  spring,  it  is  expected  that  fires  will  increase  in  1976. 

*  Interview  with  Orville  Cooper,  Fire  Control  Officer,  BLM  Winnemucca  District, 
April.  12,  1976. 
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Illustration  11 
W1 N'N'FKUCCA  DISTRICT  FIRE  CONTROL  ORGANIZATION  CHART 
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Number  of  Personnel  Shown  In  Parentheses. 

Slipon  150  =  Ground  Pumper  Unit  150  gallon  capacity 
GPU  2t|0  =  Ground  Pumper  .Unit  2'>0  gallon  capacity 
GPU  iiOO  =  Ground  Pumper  Unit  'i00  gallon  capacity 
G=U  ^00  =  Ground  Pumper  Unit  <t00  gallon  capacity 
g'°U  600  =  Ground  Pumper  Unit  600  gallon  capacity 
GTU  650  =  Ground  Tanker  Unit  650  gallon  capacity 

■    gt#700  ■  Grouml«Jfkor  Unit  ?q§  gallon  capoefy 


5.   Land  Survey:   The  following  map  (Illustration  12)  indicates  the 
large  amount  of  unsurveyed  land  in  this  area  of  Nevada.   The  contract  survey 
(crosshatch  lines)  is  generally  considered  poor  quality  and  cornerstones  or 
markers  are  hard  to  find.   The  Iron  Post  Survey  (solid  dark  areas)  are  of 
better  quality  with  brass  cap  markings. 

Lack  of  quality  or  unsurveyed  areas  lead  to  problems  in  building  or  develop- 
ment because  of  the  lack  of  definition. 

6-   Major  Utilities:   The  Winnemucca  District  is  well  covered  by 
major  utilities.   (See  section  11  on  Water  and  Wfir.te  Water).   Electric  power 
transmission  is  available  to  all  small  communities  and  almost  all  ranches  and 
farms.   These  isolated  ranches  without  power  lines  usually  generate  their  own 
electricity  with  diesel  generators.   Irrigation  and  mining  will  increase  demand 
for  electricity. 

7.   Law  Enforcement:   Humboldt  County:   Only  the  town  of  Winnemucca 
has  a  police  force.   (Telephone  conversation  with  Winnemucca  City  police 
chief,  April: 12,  1976.)  The  personnel  strength  Is  eight  uniformed  officers 
for  around  3,500  population.   The  police  are  largely  limited  to  city  law 
enforcement  and  therefore  do  not  enforce  law  on  the  public  lands.   Mc  Dermitt 
Reservation  has  one  law  enforcement -off icer.   The  Humboldt  county  sheriff's 
office  has  one  sheriff,  one  assistant  sheriff,  five  deputies,  four  dispatchers 
and  four  jailers.   (Interview  with  Humboldt  County  Sheriff,  April  20,  1976.) 
The  sheriff  feels  that  his  manpower  is  too  limited  to  make  constant  patrols 
throughout  the  county.   Patrols  do  visit  rural  population  centers  and  towns. 
However,  law  enforcement  on  public  lands  is  largely  limited  to  responses 
to  calls  for  assistance. 

Pershing  County:   Only  the  town  of  Lovelock  has  a  police  force.   (Telephone 
conversation  with  Lovelock  police  chief,  April  15,  1976.)   The  personnel 
strength  is  five  patrol  officers  for  around  2,0C0  residents  and  perhaps  4,000 
tourists  in  the  summer.   The  police  are  responsible  for  five  square  miles 
of  area  and  no  public  lands. 

The  Pershing  County  sheriff's  office  has  four  men  to  cover  6,000  miles  and 
to  'serve  approximately  2,600  people.   (Telephone  conversation  with  Pershing 
County  sheriff,  April  15,  19  76.)   The  sheriff's  office  is  largely  response- 
oriented  and  is  not  able  to  constantly  patrol  the  large  amounts  of  uninhabited 
land  in  the  county.   Therefore,  law  enforcement  on  public  lands  is  limited. 

8.   Search  and  Rescue:   Humboldt  County  has  25  to  35  volunteers  with 
four-wheel  drive  vehicles.   (Interview  with  Humboldt  County  sheriff,  April  10, 
1976.)   Host  are  emergency  medical  qualified.   Some  volunteers  have  light  planes. 
Search  and  rescue  is  coordinated  through  the  sheriff's  office. 

Pershing  County  sheriff's  office  has  two  four-wheel,  drive  vehicles  and  can 
call  on 'volunteers.   (Telephone  conversation  with  Pershinr,  County  sheriff, 
April  13,  1976.)   The  reserve  deputies  are  pilot  qualified  for  air  search  opera- 
tions. 'Both  counties  can  request  aid  from  Fallon  Naval  Air  Station. 
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9.   Health  Services:  Winnemucca  has  the  best  medical  care  in  the  area. 
Humboldt  General  Kospitafhas  34  beds  and  58  personnel  with  14  nurses. 
(Telephone  conversation  with  Humboldt  County  public  health  nurse,  April  10,  1976.; 
There  are  three  doctors  who  also  have  private  practice.   The  hospital  can  handle 
most  major  surgery  and  cardiac  cases.   There  is  a  lab,  X-ray  unit,  and 
volunteer  ambulance  service.   Emergencies  that  the  hospital  cannot  handle  are 
taken  to  Reno.   There  is  one  physician  assistant  at  the  Mc  Dermitt  Reservation. 
Three  dentists  practice  in  Winnemucca. 

Pershing  County  Hospital  in  Lovelock  has  47  beds,  22  for  acute  cases  and 
25  nursing  hone  beds..   (Telephone  conversation  with  Pershing  County  public 
health  nurse,  April  19,  1976.)   There  is  one  physician  in  the  hospital  ana  one 
in  private  practice.   There  are  six  registered  nurses  and  one  licensee  practical. 
nurse.   Ambulance  service  is  provided  by  the  volunteer  fire  department.   There 
is  one  trained  paramedic,  a  cardiac  unit,  a  lab,  and  a  X-ray  technician  and 
unit.   Emergency  cases  are  taken  to  Reno. 


Costs  of  education  are  approximately  $1,200  to  $1^,250 


10.   Education. 
per  student. ~S~£udcl£s  may  be  bused  across  county  lines  for  convenience  through 
a  tuition  agreement  among  counties.   However,  any  large  population  growth  will 
require  remodeling  and  additional  teaching  equipment.   Following  ,.-. 
of  enrollment  by  school  and  age: 

TABLE  27 

Humboldt  and  Pershing  County  School  Age  Breakdown 
and  Enrollment, September  1975 


Present         Maximum 

Grades 

School 

Enrollment      C 

opacity 

Humboldt 
County  &j 

1-8 
1-8 

Denio 

Kings  River 

10 
21 

60 
60 

1-8 

Orovada 

35 

90 

1-8 

Paradise  Valley 

19 

90 

9-12 

Albert  Lowry  High  School 

439 

585 

6-8 

Vest  Jr.  High  School 

349   • 

490 

K-12 

McDermitt 

248 

542 

1-5 

Winnemucca  Grammar 

223 

480 

K-5 

Sonoma  Heights 

343 

425 

1-8 

Leonard  Creek 

9 

10 

Pershing 
Comity  b/ 

1-8 

Imlay  Elementary 

39 

40 
350 

1-8 

Lovelock  Elementary 

346 

9-12 

Pershing  County  High 

303 

350 

a/   Humboldt  County  School  District,  "Enrollment  and  Capacity",  Winnemucca,  1976, 
b/  Data  furnished  by  the  Nevada  State  Department  of  Education. 
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11.   Water  and  Waste  Water  Systems:*   Humboldt  County:   Denio 
(unincorporated)  has  veils  that  are  adequate  to  1990,  but  the  waste  water  septic 
tanks  are  old  and  overloaded. 

Golconda  (unincorporated)  has  two  systems,  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad 
water  system  and  a  system  owned  by  property  owners.   Waste  water  is  handled 
by  individual  septic  tanks,  but  a  community  system  is  needed.   Mc  Dennitt 
(unincorporated)  is  considered  adequate  to  1990. 

Orovada's  (unincorporated)  existing  individual  wells  are  considered  adequate 
to  1990.   Waste  water  is  discharged  into  abandoned  wells,  but  this  practice 
should  be  replaced  by  septic  tank"  installation. 

Paradise  Valley  (unincorporated)  needs  a  water  works  due  to  septic  tank 
contamination  of  the  water  system. 

Winnemucca  (incorporated)  needs  additional  storage  to  accommodate  growth.   Waste 
water  facilities  are  contaminated  by 'oil  and  other  impurities. 

Pershing  County:   Inlay  (unincorporated)  is  seeking  information  8.S  to  whether  or 
not  Southern  Pacific  will  maintain  the  water  facility.   The  waste  water  system 
needs  to  be  completed  and  a  secondary  sewage  treatment  facility  constructed. 

Lovelock  (incorporated)  system  is  considered  adequate  to  1990.   The  waste 
water  system  needs  a  secondary  sewage  treatment  facility. 

Kill  City,  Midway,  Rochester,  and  Unionville  are  unincorporated,  and  their 
water  and  waste  water  systems  are  considered  adequate  to  1990. 


*  Waters  Engineering,  Nevada  Rural  Communities  Water  and  Waste  Water  Plan, 
1972,  Volume  IV,  :  Humboldt  County,  I'crnliin;',  County,  Reno,  1972. 
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II,  RESOURCE  INDUSTRIES  ANALYSIS 

This  section  summarizes  and  displays  data  on  resource-related  industries 
and  their  relation  to,  or  dependence  on,  national  resource  lands. 

Most  of  the  land  in  the  Winnemucca  district  is  in  public  ownership  with  the 
ELM  responsible  for  74.1  percent,  and  other  Federal  agencies  controlling  3.4 
percent  of  the  total  land  area.   Private  land  comprises  22. 5  percent  of  the 
total  in  the  district. 

Present  land-extensive  uses  are  mainly  for  agriculture.   The  most  agriculturally 
productive  land  is  in  private  hands  and  is  used  for  farming  or  serves  as  base 
property  for  ranches.   The  public  land  is  largely  used  for  grazing  of  domestic 
livestock  on  a  year-round  basis.   The  minerals  industry  presently  prospects  on 
public  land.   However,  if  production  is  developed,  the  mineral  claim  may  be 
patented  and  thereby  becomes  private  land. 

Urban  and  suburban  land  in  the  area  is  entirely  in  private  hands.   Most  of  the 
employment  and  income  generation  takes  place  on  private  lands.   Only  about 
8  percent  of  the  total  income  is  generated  on  public  lands.   Table  28  summarizes 
available  data  on  market  values  of  resource  use  in  the  district.   As  can  be  seen, 
the  minerals  production  takes  place  on  private  land;  however,  the  public  land 
is  a  major  area  for  new  prospecting  and  location  of  minerals. 

Unfortunately,  there  is  no  consistent  data  on  hunting,  fishing,  and  general 
recreation  on  BLM  land.   More  accurate  data  will  require  extensive  visitor 
surveys. 
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REGION:      WINXBMCCA  district 


TABLE     28 

RESOURCE    ANALYSIS    SUMMARY,  1970    a/ 


COMPILATION     DATE- 

OFFICE    b.    TITLE    OF    COMPILER: 


liRL     ^ELATED 
ECONOMIC  SECTOR 

NRL               SIGNIFICANCE 

RE3IC\*AL    PRODUCTION 

REGIONAL  INCOME 

AMOUNT 
PRODUCED 

NUMBER    OF 
INITIAL 
USERS 

REGIONAL 

INDUSTRY 

DEPENDENCE 

DIRECT    INCOME   EFFECT 

REGIONAL 
INCOME 
EFFECT 

REGIONAL 

1 NCOVE 
CFPEN3EMCE 

1990  PROJECTED  DEVAND 

PHYSICAL 

U\  TS 

VALUE 
DOLLARS 

TOTAL  * 

INDEXd/ 

PER  UNIT 

TOTAL 

Lands 

(Lands  Coyeret 

Under  Narrative] 

Minerals : 

Locatables   (Metals) 

3,226 

(Mercury   Flasks^ 

$19,618,000 

$2,699,000  b/ 

.95 

" 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

- 

$5,755,000 

16,392 

(S ,   Tons   Copper) 

.,        .Fossil 

Leaseables    (  Fue'    ) 

- 

- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

" 

-- 

.Quarry 
Saleables    (Products) 

225 
(Thousand  S.   Tons 

)            163.000 

150 
(Thousand  S.  Ton. 

)        - 

67% 

„ 

__ 

__ 

310,000 
(Thousand  S.   Tons) 

Forest  Products 

69 
(Million  Board  Ft 

)                   276 

1 
Million  Board  F1 

__ 

1.4% 

__ 

— 

-- 

-- 

9 
(Million  Board  Ft.) 

Livestock    (Forage) 

1,482,629 
(AUMs) 

17,405,000 
(Livestock  Sales] 

6,593,340  c/ 

1.34 

361,295 
(AUMS) 

134 

24% 

$1,582,402 

$2,318,219 

7.3% 

28,825 
(AUMS) 

Wildlife: 

Hunting 
Fishing 

54,687 
'Hunter  Days)   e/ 

218,748  {/ 

57,093  g/ 

.63 

35,2:56 

(Hunter    Days) 

-- 

64% 

1.04 

36,807  ij 

47,076  ij 

.148% 

78,507 
(Hunter  Days)     e/ 

26,202 
[Angler  Days)   e/ 

136,250  k/ 

35,561  g/ 

.63 

13,1.01 
(Angler   [ays) 



50% 

1.36 

17,780 

22,740  y 

.071% 

53,590 
(Angler  Days)     e/_ 

Recreation: 

Outdoor 

303,626  k/ 

1,281,301  k/ 

334,420  2/ 

,63  h 

111,004  j/ 

__ 

37% 

1.10 

122,230  2/ 

156,332   i/ 

_  . 

FOOTNOTES 

a/  Unless  otherwise  noted,  information  taken  from  BLM's  Social- 
Economic  Data  System.  (Denver  Service  Center)  1972. 

b/  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Regional  Economics  Information  System 
Personal  Income  By  Major  Sources,  1969-73. 

c/  Based  on  the  percentage  of  livestock  to  total  Agriculture  Sales 
Agricultural  Income,  Ibid.  „ 

d_/  Computed  by  dividing  percent  of  Regional  Income  (Is)  (By  Sector) 
by  the  percent  of  Regional  Employment  (Es)  (By  Sector) . 
Is  =  Income  by  Sector/Total  Income 
Es  =  Employment  by  Sector/Total  Employment 

e/  Nevada  State  Engineer's  Office,  Water  for  Nevada,  Forecasts  for 
the  Future  -  Volume  6  -  Fish  and  Wildlife,  Carson  City,  September 
1973. 

£/  Hunter  days  multiplied  by  $4.00  except  for  Elko  and  Ely  (multiplied 
by  $8.30).  The  estimated  daily  expenditure  in  the  local  areas. 
Data  source  for  hunter  expenditures  taken  from  Characteristics  of 
Nevada  Hunters,  James  R.  Garrett,  Agriculture  Experiment  Station, 
University  of  Nevada,  Reno,  June,  1970,  and  Donald  H.  Beeler,  "The 
Value  of  Multiple  Use  of  Water  in  the  Newlands  Reclamation  Project,"  an 
unpublished  Master's  Thesis,  Division  of  Agriculture  and  Resource 
Economics,  College  of  Agriculture,  University  of  Nevada,  Reno,  September 
1971. 

gf     Total  expenditures  multiplied  by  $0,261  (the  estimate  .of  direct 
personal  income  derived  per  dollar  expenditure  derived  from  "An 
Inter-industry  Analysis  of  the  Elko  County,  Nevada,"  John  W.  Malone 
and  Stanley  G.  Detering,  Agriculture  Experiment  Station,  University  of 
Nevada,  Reno,  B-20,  May,  1969). 
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h/  Computed  from  Income  and  Employment  for  Trade  and  Service  Sector.^ 

i/  Using  an  income  multipler  of  1.279  taken  from  SED  System. 

4/  USDI,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Economic  Profile  for  BLM  in  Nevada, 

June  1974. 

k/  Nevada  State  Engineer's  Office,  Water  for  Nevada,  Forecasts  for  the 

Future  -  Vol.  7  -  Water  and  Related  Recreation  in  Nevada,  Average 

Angler  ■  $5.20/Day. 
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III.  PROBLEMS  AND  ISSUES   ■•-   ■ 

. 
This  section  analyzes  the  aspects  of  problems  and  issues  that  have  been 
identified  as  important  in  the  local  area.   For  a  further  discussion  of  local 
problems  In  each  resource  area,  see  the  Planning  Area  Analysis  (1607)  Section 
VI,  problems  and  issues  summary. 

These  problems  and  issues  were  identified  by  the  resources  staff  of  the  BLM 
Winnemucca  District  office  on  May  11,  1976,  in  a  staff  meeting. 

A.  Livestock  Grazing  on  National  Resource  Lands 

The  main  problem  is  in  allocation  of  existing  forage  among  livestock, 
wild  horses,  and  wildlife.   Overgrazing  has  been  cited  as  one  possible  reason 
for  declining  deer  herds.   Ranchers  feel  that  wild  horse  numbers  have  so 
greatly  increased  that  wild  horses  are  damaging  the  range  through  over-grazing. 
Another  problem  the  ranchers  are  concerned  about  is  the  lack  of  tenure  in 
public  grazing.   The  ranchers  claim  that  the  lack  of  tenure  makes  them  feel 
insecure  about  future  grazing  use  and  that  it  hinders  them  in  making  range 
improvements . 

B.  Large  Amounts  of  Public  Lands  in  the  Area 

Local  residents  have  complained  that  limited  amounts  of  private  land 
have  hindered  private  development  and  kept  property  taxes  high.   The 
checkerboard  railroad  lands  are  cited  as  a  problem  to  farmers. 

C.  Conflicts  over  Water  Use 

Increasing  crop  acreage  has  created  greater  pressure  on  available 
water  for  irrigation.   The  local  ground  water  situation  is  considered 
a  closed  system  and  there  are  only  a  few  well  licenses  permitted.   Wells 
can  be  traded,  but  there  is  increasing  competition  among  farming,  ranching, 
and  the  mining  industry  for  available  water.   There  is  also  competition  between 
outdoor  recreation  campers  and  livestock  at  water  sites. 

D.  Urban  Goals  and  Plans  Often  Conflict  with  Resource  Protection 

County  planners,  local  businessmen,,  and  the  local  paper  are  often 
development  oriented.   Many  times  this  development  is  in  conflict  with 
resource  protection.   The  local  urban  population  has  not  shown  great  interest 
in  resource  protection.   For  example,  the  local  deer  herd  has  been  declining 
and  yet  the  county  commissioners  and  Chamber  of  Commerce  still  attempt  to 
encourage  as  many  hunters  as  possible  to  come  to  Humboldt  and  Pershing  Counties, 

E.  Inadequate  Fire  Control  on  Private  Lands 

The  smaller  communities  in  the  district  have  antiquated  equipment  and 
only  volunteer  fire  crews.   This  means  slow  response  times,  and  fires  can  easily 
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get  out  of  hand.  With  increased  building  on  rural  land,  this  can  often  lead 
to  property  damage.  BLM's  fire  control  program  should  be  coordinated  with 
local  forces. 


F.   Too  Rapid  Turnover  in  ELM  Personnel 

The  recent  rapid  growth  in  BLM  strength  and  the  decision  to  promote 
wide  experience  by  putting  BLM  personnel  in  different  districts  resulted 
in  shortening  the  average  district  tour  of  duty  to  approximately  two  to  four 
years.  Social  research  (see  the  social- cultural  values  section,  IA  3.)  shows 
that  Nevada  residents  feel  that  it  takes  from  five  to  ten  years  just  to  get 
the  feel  of  the  land  and  just  about  that  much  time  to  understand  and  trust  a 
person.  Therefore,  rapid  turnover  can  hamper  trust  and  lead  to  a  credibility 
gap  among  local  groups  about  BLM  decisions. 


f"*    '  ■ 
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IV.   BUREAU  RELATIONSHIPS 

Following  are  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies  with  jurisdiction  in  the 
Winnemucca  District.  Further  detail  is  contained  in  the  Winnemucca  management 
profile  (1604.1). 

A.   Analysis  of  Relationships 

The  last  part  of  the  section  contains  a  listing  of  cooperative  relations 
and  agreements  between  the  ELM  and  other  National,  State,  and  local  agencies. 

First,  the  most  important  groups  having  an  impact  on  ELM  programs,  or  which 
are  impacted  by  BLM  programs,  are  analyzed.   For  further  information,  see  the 
district  record  on  cooperative  agreements. 

U.S.D.A.  Forest  Service;   Part  of  the  Humboldt  National  Forest  is 
contained  within  the  Winnemucca  District  in  Humboldt  County.   BLM  and  Forest 
Service  grazing  programs  are  coordinated,  and  grazing  areas  have  been  ex- 
changed for  better  administration.   Fire  protection  roads  and  water  and  range 
developments  are  covered  by  formal  agreements.   Further  coordination  Is 
necessary  to  coordinate  range  and  habitat  management  plans  and  to  share  data 
and  information. 

U.S.D.A.  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS):   The  SCS  provides  soils  in- 
formation and  coordinates  ranch  management  plans  with  ELM  allotment  management 
plans.   It  provides  guidance  to  farmers  and  ranchers  for  private  land  which 
sometimes  is  associated  with  public  land  use.   Also,  SCS  assists  soil  con- 
servation districts  and  other  groups  in  land  use  planning.   The  ELM  cooperates, 
through  agreement,  with  planning  and  giving  technical  advice. 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service:   By  agreement,  this  agency  performs  BLM 
authorized  predator  control  on  national  resource  lands.   In  addition,  BLM  ad- 
ministers grazing  on  national  wildlife  lands. 

State  of  Nevada:  Nevada  state  legislation  affecting  national  resource 
lands  are  (BLM  District  Office,  Central  Files,  1780): 

AB  466  -  Establishes  a  state  multiple-use  advisory  board  and  separates 
conservation  and  natural  resources  divisions. 

SCR  35  -  Establishes  a  committee  to- study  Federal  public  land  use  in 
order  to  provide  benefits  to  Nevada  citizens. 

AB  333  -  Requires  branding  and  marking  of  livestock  on  open  range. 

SB  130  -  Designates  regional  planning  districts  in  the  State. 

404.434  -  Establishes  framework  for  cooperative  road  projects  with 
Federal  agencies. 
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NRA  527.050  -  Pertains  to  plant  removal  on  public  lands  —  requires 
permit  before  any  removal. 

Nevada  Department  of  Fish  and  Game:   Since  wildlife  is  State  property, 
this  agency  is  responsible  for  animal  management  while  BLK  is  responsible  for 
habitat  management  on  national  resource  lands.   Close  coordination  is  carried 
on,  by  agreement,  for  classification,  disposal  proposals,  access  and  range 
developments  concerning  fencing,  revegetation,  and  water.   Closer  cooperation 
is  necessary  in  order  to  Improve  wildlife  numbers  and  habitat. 

Nevada  Department  of  Conservation  and  Natural  Resources:   This,  organi- 
zation includes  the  State  Division  of  Water  Resources,  the  Division  of  State 
Parks,  and  the  State  Division  of  Forestry.   These  agencies  relate  to  Bureau 
programs  through  water  use  regulations,  State  recreation  planning,  public 
lands  classifications,  woodland  disposals,  and  cooperation  with  fire  suppres- 
sion.  State  control  of  water  indirectly  controls  BLK  private  land  disposal 
and  BLM  water  developments  and  controls.   The  state  forester  enforces  State 
laws  concerning  Christmas  trees  in  cooperation  with  the  Bureau.   Also,  the 
State  forester  provides  equipment  and  personnel  for  fire  suppression.   The 
Bureau  cooperates  with  the  State  Parks  Division  with  requested  disposals  and 
protective  classifications. 

County  Governments;   Each  county  government  is  responsible  to  its  , 
residents  and  the  State  for  planning  and  zoning  of  all  lands  within  the  county. 
Thus,  Bureau  disposal  programs  classifications,  construction  programs,  and 
developments  directly  affect  county  governments.  Also,  county  planning  and 
zoning  directly  affect  Bureau  operations.   Bureau  employees  generally  work  with 
county  planning  boards  and  commissioners  when  planning  Bureau  programs.   See 
the  land  use  planning  and  zoning  by  local  government  checklist  (Table  :29). 

Private  Organizations:   Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation  Association  (NORA) : 
NORA  is  concerned  with  classifications  and  recreation  planning  and  development. 
It  generally  supports  multiple-use  classification  with  emphasis  on  recogni- 
tion of  recreation  and  wilderness  areas  having  complete  segregation  from  all 
forms  of  disposal  and  uses  inconsistent  with  recreational  uses.   NORA' maintains 
a  continuous  inventory  of  recreation  sites  and  areas  throughout  the  State  on 
private  and  public  lands. 


76 


B.   List  of  Critical  Key  Individuals 

Cal  Sunderland  is  the  retired  editor  of  Winnemucca ' s  Humboldt  Sun,  the 
local  newspaper.  As  editor,  his  stand  was  generally  conservative  and  generally 
pro-rancher  and  miner.   His  editorial  stance  was  usually  in  favor  of  regional 
economic  development.   Although  he  has  retired,  his  son,  Mike,  is  now  editor 
and  Cal  Sunderland  is  expected  to  dominate  the  paper's  tone  and  to  continue 
to  influence  local  opinion. 

Bob  Unger  is  a  Winnemucca  city  councilman  and  a  state  Fish  and  Game 
commissioner.   He  also  runs  the  Sage  Theater,  Winnemucca 's  only  movie  theater. 


Plant , 


Clair  Kracaw  is  the  owner  of  Winnemucca  Farms  and  Kiracan  Processing 

Bode  Howard  is  a  Winnemucca  businessman  and  state  assemblyman. 

Bill  Milich  is  a  Pershing  County  commissioner. 

Bill  McDonald  is  the  Humboldt  district  attorney. 

Pete  Bengochea  is  a  Humboldt  County  commissioner. 

Les  Stuart  is  a  local  rancher  whose  viewpoints  are  highly  respected. 

Bob  Irvin  is  a  non-resident  owner  of  C-Punch  Ranch  and  an  attorney. 
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BLM  Reference  No.  1785 
Location:   Central  Files 


C.   Cooperative  Relations 


Within  the  Winnemucca  District,  several  Federal,  State, 
and  local  agencies  have  interests  in  the  resources.   Following  are  groups  or 
agencies  with  agreements  guiding  certain  resource  use  within  the  area. 


Federal  Agencies: 


AGENCY 


AGREEMENT  DATE 


SUBJECT  OF  AGREEMENT 


National  Level  Cooperative 
Agreements  Register 


Look  under  cooperative 
agreements  Register 
1786  (230) 


State  and  District  Agreements 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Battle  Mountain  District 


Susanville,  Calif.  District 


1964 
1974 

1973 


Fire  protection 
Saval  &  Dahl  allotment 
Range  inventory- 
Fire  protection 


1972,  1968,  1965,  1963  Administrative  Responsi- 
bilities Across  the  Stall 


Boundary 

1967 

Inter-district  agreement 

Grazing  allotment 

Elko  District 

1967 

McCleary  allotment 

• 

1971 

Fire  protection 

Burns  Oregon  District 

1969 

Grazing  allotment 

Vale  Oregon  District 

1968 

Grazing  allotment 

Carson  City  District 

1972 

Lands  and  minerals  1 

e&se& 

1965 

Fire  protection 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Sport 

' 

Fisheries  and  Wildlife 

1973 

Fish  migration 

m 

1970 

Fire  protection 

1961 

Predator  control 

1960 

Grazing  agreement 

• 
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AGENCY 


AGREEMENT  DATE 


SUBJECT  OF  AGREEMENT 


U.S.  Geological  Survey 


1975 


USDA, Forest  Service 

Humboldt  National  Forest 

Nevada  Department  of 
Conservation  and  Natural 
Resources 


USDA5Soil  Conservation 
Service 


USD I, Bureau  of 
Reclamation 


U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Nevada  National  Guard 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 


1974 

1960,  1967 
1972 

1970 
1967 
1966 

1968 
1971 
1971 

1973 
1971 
1973 
1974 
1975 


Preparation  of 

Environmental  Analysis 
and  Environmental 
Impact  Statements 

Oil ,  gas ,  and  geothermal 
leasing 

Grazing  agreement 

Right-of-way  agreement 


Air  operations 
Fire  protection 
Range  management 

Allotment  planning 
Snow  survey  operations 
Soil  survey 

Critical  habitat  areas 
Geothermal  resources 
Coordination 
Fire  protection 
Fire  protection 


79 


tmsmmMzmzz 


UttfaBtaiJMMaiBBffltg 


2.   State  of  Nevada: 

AGENCY 
Department  of  Agriculture 
State  Planning  Coordinator 
NDA,  Division  of  Forestry 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game 


Nevada  Highway  Department 


AGREEMENT  DATE 
1975 
1973 
1970 
1970 
1972 
1974  " 
1975 
1975 
1970 
1978 
1975 
1975 
1974 

.  1972 
1973 

1970 


Nevada  State  Museum 
Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company 
Nevada  Resource  Action  Council 
Soil  Conservation  Districts 


1965 
1965 
1970 
1969 
1964 


SUBJECT  OF  AGREEMENT    ' 

Wild  horse  roundup 

Planning  coordination 

Fire  protection        • 

Habitat  management 

Vegetative  control 

Habitat  improvement     • 

Wild  horses  and  burros 

Sikes  Act 

Communications  sites    • 

Water  development 

Material  sites 

Cooperative  agreement   9 

Disturbed  area 
restoration 

Right-of-way  grants' 

m 

Environmental 
statements 

Fencing  of  State 
highway 

Sign  agreements 

Archeological  coordinatioi 

Archeological  clearance 

Cooperative  agreement 

Cooperative  agreement 
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AGENCY 


AGREEMENT  DATE 


SUBJECT  OF  AGREEMENT 


Kings  River 

Paradise  Valley 

State  Soil  Conservation 
Committee 

Big  Meadow 

Gerlach 

Vya 

University  of  Nevada,. 
Agricultural  Experiment 
Station 

County  Governments 

Humboldt  County 

Pershing  County 

Washoe  County 

Private  Agency 

Pine  Forest  (And  Stock 

Company) 

Bell  Telephone  of  Nevada 


1970 
1968 

1967 
1967 

1964 

1964 

1955 

1970 
1976 
1974 


1974 
1970 


3.  Multiple  Agency  Agreement: 


Nevada  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  USDA, 
Forest  Service 

Nevada  State  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game, Soil 
Conservation  Committee, 
University  of  Nevada 
Agricultural  Extension 
Service* 

USDA. Forest  Service >and 
USDA, Soil  Conservation 

Service 


1974 


Soil  conservation 
Soil  conservation 

Soil  conservation 
Soil  conservation 

Soil  conservation 

Soil  conservation 


Grazing  statement 

Cattle  guards 

Roads 

Fire  protection  ' 


Water  agreement 
Archeological  clearance 


Wild  horses  and  burros 


1962 


Information  on  water 
rights  and  Nevada 
water  land 


University  of  Nevada  Cooperative 
Extension  Service  with 
Nevada  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game 


1964 
81 


Studies  of  Big 
Game  habitat 


4.   The  following  is. a  listing  of  groups  of  agencies  having  an  interest 
in  the  Winnemucca  District. 


GROUP 
Southern  Pacific  Lands 
Southwest  Gas  Corporation 
Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company 

Nevada  Bell  Telephone 

Future  Farmers  of  America 

Boy  Scouts  of  America 

4-H  Clubs  in  Humboldt  and  Pershing 

Winnemucca  Rod  &  Gun  Club 

Sage  Gamblers  4-Wheel  Drive  Club 

Winnemucca  Gem  and  Mineral  Society 

Pershing  County  Game  Board 

Lovelock  Mineral  Association 

Nevada  Prospectors  and 

Miners  Association 

Sierra  Club 

Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation 

A-ssociation 

National  Mustang  Association 

Wild  Horse  Organized  Assistance 

Nevada  Cattlemen's  Association 

Nevada  Sheepherders  Association 


AREA  OF  INTEREST 

Land  exchange 

Rights-of-way 

Rights-of-way 

Construction  of  power  plant 

at  Valmy ,  Nevada 

Right-of-way 

Farming  and  ranching 

Recreation  conservation 

Farming  and  ranching 

Hunting  and  fishing 

Recreation 

Rock  hounding 

Hunting  and  fishing 

Rock  collecting 

Mining 

Recreation  and  conservation 

Recreation  and  conservation 

Wild  horses 
Wild  horses 
Livestock 
Livestock 
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TABLE   29 

Form  1600-7  UNITED  STATES 

(August  1969)  •      DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

LAND  USE  PLANNING  AND  ZONING  BY  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  CHECKLIST 


1 .    County 

Humboldt 


2.     City  or  Town 

N/A 


3.    Classification 


Rural 


4.     Population 


7,338    (1974  Est.) 


6.     Commission/Office  -  Date  established 

1958  


8.    Plan  pending 

In  Final   Formulation 

10.    Scope  of  plan 

City-County  wide 


5.     Form  of  Government 

County  Commissioner 


PLANNING  STATUS  • 


7.     Plan  in  effect  -  Date 

1968 


9.    Type  of  plan 

N/A    (Master) 


11.    Assistance  obtained 

Yes 


12.  plan  written  by  planning  Director,   Ron  Young 

13.  Other  (specify) 


ZONING  STATUS 


14.    Zoning  authority 

State     Statute 


16.    Dat(*zoning  established 

1963 


15.     Date  zoning  authority  established 

1947 


17.     Type  of  zoning 

General 


IS.    Zoning  follows  planning    \iQf     as    ygt 


19.    Other  (specify) 


OTHER   CONTROLS,  CODES,  AND  ORDINANCES 


• 
• 

• 

o 

20. 

Official  Map 

Yes 

21.     Building  Code 

Yes 

C1 

H '>us  in  ts"  Code 

Yes 

23.    Subdivision  Regulations 

Yes    -    1967 

24. 

Si2,n  Control 

No 

25.     Dumps,  junkyards 

Yes 

26. 

Other  (specify} 

a. 

Hi.M  Distiict  ' 

Winnemucca 

28.     Resource  Area 

Paradise-Denio 

29.     Planning'Unit 

30. 
3  "* 

4,319   357  Acres 

31.     FJLM  Acreage  as  percent  of  total  in  county 

Local  contacts  for  i 

623-3625     Ron 

lanning  and 

Young    ■ 

Z on li ig  Status 

Humboldt   Countv  Planner 

33. 

RernarKS 
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gpu  a. 

.;   -    87  1 

Form  1600-7 
(August  1969) 


TABLE   29      ' 

UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 


LAND  USE  PLANNING  AND  ZONING  BY  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  CHECKLIST 


1.     County 

Humboldt 


2.     City  or  Town 


Winnemucca 


3.    Classification 


Urban        4  Sq.   Miles 


4.     Population 


3,587 


S.     Form  of  Government 


PLANNING  STATUS 


6.     Commission/Office  —  Date  established 

N/A 

7.     Plan  in  effect  -  Date 

196S 

8.     Plan  pending 

Revision 

9.     Type  of  plan 

Master 

10.     Scope  of  plan 

City  Wide 

11.    Assistance  obtained 

No 

12.     Plan  written  bv 


13.     Other  (specify) 


Planning  Done  By  Humboldt  County  Planner 


ZONING  STATUS 


14.     Zoning  authority 

State  Statute 

15.     Date  zoning  authority  established 

1947 

16.    Date  zoning  established 

1963 

17.    Type  of  zoning 

General 

IS.     Zoning  follows  planning 


Not  as  yet 


19.     Other  (specify) 


OTHER    CONTROLS,  CODES,  AND  ORDINANCES 


20.     Official  Map 

Yes 

21.     Building  Code 

Yes 

22.    Housing.  Code 
Yes 

23,     Subdivision  Regulations 

Yes      1963 

24.     Sign  Control 

No 

25.     Dumps,  junkyards 

Yes 

20.    Other  (specify) 


27.     BLM  District  • 

Winnemucca 

28.    Resource  Area                                                    29.    Planning- Unit 

Paradise  _   Denio 

30.    BLM  A<  ri?Bge 

N/A 

31.     BI...M  Acreage  us  percent   of  total  in  county 

32.  Local  contact-    for  Planning  tind  Zoning  Status 

Ron  Youne;  -  Humboldt  County  Planner 

33,  Remarks 
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GPO   652   -    87  I 


Form  1600-7 
(August  1969) 


TABLE  29 

UNITED  STATES 
■   DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

LAND  USE  PLANNING  AND  ZONING  BY  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  CHECKLIST 


! .    County  . 

Pershing 


2.     City  or  Town 


N/A 


3.    Classification      Rural 


4.    Population 


2,647    (1974   Est.) 


5.     Form  of  Government 


County  Commission 


PLANNING  STATUS 


6.    Commi 


.ssion, Office  —  Date  established 


S.     Plan  pending 


10.    Scope  of  plan 


County  Wide 


7.     Plan  in  effect  -  Date 


1976 


9.    Type  of  plan 


General 


11.    Assistance  obtained 


Yes 


12.   Plan  written  by  Thomas   Conger,   Reno ,   Nevada 


13.    Other  (specify) 


ZONING  STATUS 


14.     Zoning  authority 


State  Statute 


16.    Date  zoning  established 

1976 


IS.     Date  zoning  authority  established 

1947 


17.    Type  of  zoning 


General 


13.     Zoning  follows  planning    v 


19.    Other  (specify) 


OTHER 

CONTROLS, 

CODES 

AND  ORDINANCES 

20. 

Officii-.  1  Map 

Yes 

21. 
23. 

Building  Code 

Yes 

22. 

housing  Code 

Yes 

Subdivision  Regulations 

No 

24. 

Sign  Control 

No 

25. 

Dumps,  junkyards 

Yes 

Oth.^r  (<!iccify) 


>j,.M  District 

Winnemucca 


2S.    Resource  Area 

Sonoma-Gerlach 


29.     Planning  •Unit 


31.     BLM  Acreage  as  percent  of  total  in  county 
75.4% 


30.     BLM  Acreage 

2.910,424  Acres 

32.     Local  contacts  for  Planning  and  Zoning  Status 

273-2636  E.L.  Spencer  -  Head  of  Pershing  Planning  Commission 

3.5.  Remark.". 
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GPO  e52  -  67  1 


Form  1600-7 
(August  1969) 


TABLE   29 

UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 


LAND  USE  PLANNING  AND  ZONING  BY  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  CHECKLIST 


1. 

County  _           ,    . 

Pershing 

2.     City  or  Town  Loyelock 

3. 

classification    Urban  6   Sq .   iMiles 

4. 

Population 

1,571    (1970) 

5.     Form  of  Government 

PLANNING  STATUS 

6. 

Commission ''Office  —  Date  established 

1917 

7.     Plan  in  effect  -  Date 

1961 

8. 

Plan  pending 

Update 

9.    Type  of  plan 

General 

10. 

Scope  of  plan 

City  Wide 

11.    Assistance  obtained 

No 

12. 

Plan  written  by 

13.'    Other  (specify) 


City  Planning  Done  By  County  Planners 


ZONING  STATUS 


14.    Zoning  authority 

State  Statute 

15.     Date  zoning  authority  established                      : 

16.    Date  zoning  established 

1957. 

17.    Type  of  zoning 

General 

18.    Zoning  follows  planning       YeS 


19.    Other  (specify) 


OTHER    CONTROLS,  CODES,  AND  ORDINANCES 


20.    Official  Map 

County 

21.     Building  Code 

County 

22.     Housing  Code 

County 

23.     Subdivision  Retaliations 

res 

24.    Sign  Control 

No 

25.    Dumps,   junkyards 

No 

26.    Other  (specify) 


27.    BLM  Diatrit  t 

Winnemucca 

28.     Resource  Area 

Sonoma-Gerlach 

29.     Planning  Unit 

30.     ELM  Acreage 

N/A 

31.     BLM  Acreage  as  percent  .of  total  in  county 

32.     Local  contacts  for  Planning  and  Zoning  Status 

Nela  Noble  -  City  Clerk, Lovelock ,  Nevada 


33.     Remarks 


GPO    652   -    87  1 
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v. 


DISTRICT  ORGANIZATION 


The  district  organizational  chart  follows  on  the  next  page.   There  are 
three  distinct  resource  areas,  Paradise-Denio,  Sonoma,  and  Gerlach.   The  latter 
two  resource  areas  fall  within  one  area  manager's  jurisdiction.   The  rest  of 
the  district's  operations  are  split  up  into  Resource  Management,  Operations, 
and  Administration. 
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Illustration  13 
Winnemucca  District  Organizational  Chart,    January  1976 


WINNEMUCCA   DISTRICT 


District   Manager 
Chester    E.    Conard 


JANUARY    16,    1976 


DIV.    OF   RESOURCE 
Chief: 

Realty   Spec: 
Realty   Spec: 
Wildlife   Biol: 
Fisheries    Biol: 
Hi  neral  s    Geol  : 
Geothermal    Geol: 
Env  i  ron..    Coord: 
Watershed   Spec: 
Outdoor   Rec.Spec 
Archeologist: 
Wi Idl ife   Biol: 
Wildlife  Tech:   * 
co    -k    (7Q0   hr.) 


MANAGEMENT 
Vaden    G.    Stickley 
Harold   S.    Green 
Vacant    (G5-1 1) 
Raymond    Ho  em 
James    R.    Lloyd 
Wtn.    D.    Oi  Paolo 
Dennis    Simontacchi 
Raymond    E.    Monroe 
Edwin    G.    Dimick 
: Larry   L.    Hand 
John   R.    Roney 
Greg   Schenbeck 
Don   Soal  i  nger 


DIVISION   OF   OPERATIONS 


Chief: 

Range   Cons: 

Fi  re    Control    Ofcr: 

Engr.    Tech: 

Engr.    Tech: 

! nspector: 

Eq.    Operator: 

Eq.    Operator: 

Eq.    Operator: 

Range   Cons: 


John    D.    Sor.ensen 
Vacant    (GS-1 1) 
Orvi 1 le    C.    Looper 
David  W.    Larson 
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Appendix  A.   Interviews,  Method,  and  Details 

This  appendix  refers  to  the  Social-Cultural  report  prepared  by  Dr.  Ruth 
Houghton,  anthropologist.  It  was  written  by  Dr.  Houghton  and  edited  by 
BLM  personnel. 

Method.  The  interviews  used  for  information  were  conducted  in  May  1976,  for 
two  one-week  periods.  One  and  one-half  days  were  spent  in  Lovelock;  Winnemucca 
was  the  base  for  the  other' days.   There  are  some  biases  introduced  by  Dr. 
Houghton's  own  experience  of  10  years  of  research  at  the  McDermitt  reservation 
and  by  her  own  interests  in  hiking  and  camping.  A  further  bias  is  the  female 
status  of  the  researcher  which  she  feels  actually  was  of  benefit.  As  a 
female  she  had  ready  access  to  both  males  and  females,  something  many  male 
researchers  might  not  have.   It  is  important  to  recognize  that  residence  in 
a  small  town  or  rural  area  often  is  much  more  difficult  for  a  man's  wife  and 
family.  They  make  a  major  contribution  to  life,  yet  maiiy  males  are  unaware 
or  unaccepting  of  this  fact,  according  to  Dr.  Houghton. 

People  interviewed  were  not  selected  as  part  of  a  random  sample.  They  consisted 
of  some  persons  the  researcher  had  met  over  the  past  10  years,  others  mentioned 
by  the  BLM  staff,  and  persons  named  by  interviewees.  Eventually  about  170 
names  were  mentioned.  Of  these,  the  researcher  spent  an  hour  or  more  with 
30  adults  (this  included  four  married  couples),  and  less  than  one  hour  with 
.10  people.  Only  one  person  contacted  refused  an  interview.  Most  personal, 
interviews  were  arranged  by  telephone  the  day  before  the  meeting.  All 
but  three  persons  were  personally  interviewed  at  their  home  or  place  of 
business.  Three  persons  were  interviewed  by  telephone.   One  person  contacted 
by  telephone  was  unavailable  at  home  when  the  researcher  arrived  but  was  known 
through  the  interviewer's  brief  visit  with  other  family  members.   The  two 
others  were  previous  acquaintances  of  Dr.  Houghton. 

Another  20  people  were  interviewed  by  Mr.  McLane:   4  residents  of  Gerlach 
and  Empire,"  and  16  non-residents  who  were  visiting  the  Black  Rock  Desert. 
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TABLE  30 
Interview  subjects  by  length  of  residence  and  other  categories 


Residence: 

Less  than  5  years 
5  years  or  more 
born  here 


Humboldt  County 

Winnemucca      Rural 

8  2 

8  4 

2  3 


Pershing  County 

Lovelock      Rural 

0  0 

5  2 

3  2 


Sex: 


male 
female 


15 
3 


3 
& 


4 
4 


2 
2 


Total: 


18 


Depend  on  NRL  lands  as  work 

base  directly  or  secondarily  10 
Economic  activity  base: 

mining  2 

ranching  1 

farming  3 

Elected  official  or  candidate:  2 


1 
6 
1 


1 
0 
1 


0 
0 

2 


Ethnic: 
Indian 
Basque 


0 
0 


0 
0 


Supplementary  Interviews 

Reno,  Nevada  4 
Chester,  California  2 
Southern  California  2 
San  Francisco,  California 
Washington  4 
Gerlach-Ernpire  Residents  4 


0 
0 
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Details  of  Interviews.   The  researcher  spent  some  tine  talking  with  Winnemucca 
BLM  staff  members  and  had  been  prepared  with  background  information  from 
resource  specialists  and  managers.  This  was  important  in  understanding  local 
BLM  concerns  and  conditions.  A  number  of  staff  questions  or  interests  were 
answered  in  interviews,  even  though  specific  questions  were  not  asked.   People 
of  the  different  age  groups,  educational  backgrounds,  and  ethnic  groups  were 
interviewed  as  were  farmers,  ranchers,  geologists,  and  commercial  business 
people.  Also,  representatives  of  local  government,  newspapers,  banks,  libraries, 
public  utilities,  and  the  school  system,  and  interest  groups  such  as  the 
historical  society  and  people  active  in  various  social  and  church  groups, 
were  contacted.   One  school  board  meeting  was  observed. 

There  were  three  major  impressions  from  interviews:  most  people  are  not  very 
interested  in  the  BLM;  people  who  did  know  anyone  on  the  BLM  staff  stressed 
they  liked  the  individuals  but  not  the  general  bureaucracy;  and  residence  in 
small  towns  and  county  areas  does  not  mean  people  are  isolated.  .First,  except 
for  ranchers  and  some  geologists  who  work  directly  with  BLM  staff  because  of  use 
of  NRL,  most  people  had  little  or  no  interest  in  BLM  except  for  a  general 
sympathy  for  ranchers.   This  is  as  true  in  Winnemucca  as  it  is  in  Reno,  despite 
considerable  news  coverage  in  the  past  six  months.  Whenever  possible,  people 
mentioned  an  individual  BLM  employee,  past  or  present,  that  they  had  known  and 
commented  positively  about  the  person  and  efforts  of  local  staff  to  be  fair 
and  reasonable.  The  anti-BLM  comments  were  reserved  for  the  impersonal  or 
faceless  bureaucracy  with  some  reference  to  the  pervasive  Federal  government 
control  in  Nevada  life.   The  third  impression  that  there  was  little  isolation 
was  a  surprise.  A  number  of  people  were  met  who  travelled,  even  outside  of 
the  U.S.,  and  many  people  could  cite  some  college,  or  Army  experience,  or 
residence  in  another  location.  People  are  quite  mobile  and  in  contact  with 
sources  of  information  and  regions  outside  their  own  immediate  district. 

Many  of  the  staff  questions  or  interests  cited  in  Appendix  B  were  covered  by 
the  interviews.  All  those  interviewed  favored  some  State  control,  though  not 
necessarily  ownership,  in  place  of  the  present  system  of  Federal  management 
of  Nevada  lands.  There  was  a  continued  emphasis  on  local  interests  and 
control  because  then  there  could  be  personal  interaction  and  more  understanding 
of  specific  local  problems.  There  was  much  discussion  by  ranchers  about  the 
present  grazing  fee  system  since  it  requires  paying  one  fee  in  advance  while 
the  actual  return  for  the  fee  and  conditions  of  grazing  may  vary  locally  and 
seasonally.  There  was  a  general  interest  in  having  more  trespass  enforcement 
since  it  was  felt  only  a  small  number,  perhaps  ten  percent  of  all  ranchers 
-were  dishonest.  The  current  range  conditions  were  either  considered  not  as 
bad  as  the  Nevada  report  specified,  or  directly  due  to  the  dry  year  and  generally 
arid  condition  of  Nevada.   There  is  alarm  about  increasing  wild  horse  use  and 
expansion  of  wild  horse  areas  as  the  drought  continues.   Tnere  was  a  personal 
concern  about  the  condition  of  land,  public  and  private,  and  it  was  felt 
family-owned  ranches  and  farms  were  better  cared  for,  and  family-owned  ranch 
grazing  privileges  were  more  carefully  used.   Those  interviewed  said,  families 
have  a  sense  of  responsibility  for  the  condition  of  local  land  than  a  speculator, 
big  outside  owner,  or  maybe  a  temporary  resident  BLM  employee  does  not  have. 
The  increased  number  of  hunters  for  both  deer  and  game  birds  was  considered 
responsible  for  the  limited  hunting,  although  some  said  if  one  knew  where  to 
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look  one  can  still  hunt  well.  The  increased  number  of  ground  squirrels 
on  private  lands  was  considered  a  direct  result  of  the  ban  on  poisoning  on 
adjacent  Federal  lands.  Sportsmen  considered  fencing  "OK",  as  long  as  the 
fences  did  some  good  for  the  ranchers.  One  said,  "It  is  outsiders  who  come 
here  and  want  to  hunt  from  their  car  who  want  more  roads  and  fewer  fences. 
We  walk,  and  fences  do  not  bother  us." 

There  was  no  particular  opposition  to  mining  as  a  way  of  using  public  lands. 
Mining  was  considered  a  better  alternative  than  more  people  coming  in  for 
recreational  purposes.  Two  people  specifically  said  they  would  rather  see 
new  mines  in  the  Blue  Lake  area  instead  of  any  further  publicity  or  special 
status  because  that  would  increase  the  number  of  people  visiting  the  area. 

The  geologists  met  were  professionals  and  worked  for  various  corporations 
and  large  individual  owners,  and  one  had  some  ties  with  the  weekend  prospectors. 
There  was  not  any  particular  sympathy  or  local  interest  in  the  small  prospector 
working  under  the  1872  mining  law;  perhaps  this  is  because  prospectors  today 
are  transient  users  and  have  no  local  ties. 

There  was  repeated  emphasis  on  the  unique  landscape,  history  and  people  of  the 
district.  The  following  references  are  recommended  and  briefly  describe  some 
of  the  groups  and  places  as  they  were  presented  to  the  researcher: 

Allen  Bragg,  Humboldt  County  -  1905  (series  of  newspaper  articles  reprinted 
in  1975  by  North  Central  Nevada  Historical  Society,  Winnemucca) . 

William  Douglass  and  Jon  Bilbao,  Amerikanuak:  Basques  in  the  New  World, 
published  1975,  University  of  Nevada  press,  Chapter  6  (about  the  Basques  of 
Nevada  and  Idaho) . 

Lalla  Scott,  Karnee,  a  Paiute  ?N;arrative,  University  of  Nevada  Press. 

George  Stewart,  Sheep  Rock,  1951,  Fiction  about  Black  Rock  desert  area. 

Margaret  Wheat,  Survival  Arts  of  the  Primitive  Paiute,  University  of  Nevada 
Press. 

The  major  towns  of  the  district  are  Winnemucca  and  Lovelock.  Much  smaller 
populations  live  in  the  other  towns,  most  of  which  are  close  to  100  years  old. 
Winnemucca  is  larger  and  is  often  considered  more  progressive  than  Lovelock. 
It  currently  is  changing  rapidly  as  potato  farmers  and  associated  industries 
expand;  an  increasing  tourist  use  contributes  to  growth.  The  town  of  Lovelock 
is  said  by  some  to  be  where  Winnemucca  was  in  1940  because  it  seems  to  have 
more  visible  resistance  to  outsiders,  and  has  more  public  dissension  recently. 
Winnemucca' s  current  city  government  includes  a  number  of  the  more  recent 
arrivals  and  has  been  described  as  an  easier  town  in  which  to  join  groups. _ 
However,  those  interviewed  felt  Lovelock  residents  will  accept  new  people  if 
they  will  stay  several  years  and  make  a  sincere  effort  to  meet  people  in  some 
of  the  60-70  different  groups  (fraternities,  lodges,  service  clubs,  bridge 
clubs,  church  groups,  etc.). 

Winnemucca  and  Lovelock  are  very  different  in  spirit,  and  size  seems  to  be  only 
one  of  the  differentiating  factors.  Winnemucca  has  two  major  highways  and 
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two  rail  lines  while  Lovelock  has  only  one  of  each.  The  Lovelock  history  seems 
to  be  more  diverse  ethnically.  Winnemucca  does  look  more  dynamic,  but  both  ' 
Winnemucca  and  Lovelock  are  sound  economically. 

Smaller  towns  are  an  important  part  of  the  district.  Gerlach  is  a  world  of 
its  own.  Golconda  has  two  firetrucks,  because  the  town  is  divided  by  a 
railroad  and  slow  trains;  the  4-H  group  is  building  a  model  of  the  main  street 
of  50  years  ago.  Unionville  has  less  than  two  dozen  residents. 

Comments  on  Various  Topics: 

1.  BLM  and  this  study. 

Why  do  they  want  another  study?  Why  don't  they  just  talk  to  me  themselves?  I 
am  glad  someone  is  asking  me  what  I  think,  it  is  a  good  idea.  The  study  must 
be  a  smokescreen.  How  can  it  actually  be  of  use?  Do  not  quote  me. 

2.  People  of  the  District. 

We  are  frontiersmen,  pioneers,  especially  the  ones  that  have  come  in.   Some 

of  us  are  born  to  it  and  just  accept  this  life  and  see  it  as  less  of  a  challenge. 

There  are  no  groups  around  here,  unless  you  classify  by  economic  activity;  there 
are  only  individuals. 

The  people  around  here  are  very  independent,  they  have  no  social  classes  but  like 
to  see  everybody  as  the  same  and  expect  them  to  act  the  same.  They  do  not  like 
originality. 

Ranchers  are  good  people,  hardworking;  they  pay  their  own  way. 

People  who  live  off  of  welfare  are  bums. 

Sometimes  I  think  the  ranchers  are  just  as  bad  as  the  BLM.   There  is  a  lack  of 
integrity  by  bureaucrats. 

I  have  never  seen  so  many  independent,  strong-willed  people  in  my  life  as  around 
here.  They  all  say,  "Don't  interfere  with  me." 

In  1940  in  Winnemucca  there  were  four  kinds,  of  people,  and  you  could  see  them 
in  the  bar:   the  miners  drank  more;  the  railroad  people  looked  railroad;  ranchers 
were  expansive  and  spent  the  most  money;  sheepmen  were  quiet. 
A  rancher  can  manage  a  small  place  if  he  has  good  neighbors. 

3.  BLM  People  and  Office. 

We  should  have  BLM  get  out  of  here;  that  is  not  personal  as  there  are  some  nice 
guys  there,  but  we  need  local  control. 

The  BLM  should  be  operated  on  a  profit  concept  with  local  expenses  and  expenditures 
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State  BLM  should  listen  more  to  the  local  staff. 

The  government  people.   (This  included  BLM,  SCS,  County  Extension  Agent, 

Forest  Service... did  not  see  State  or  Federal  agencies  as  different  categories.) 

People  expect  government  employees  to  serve  rather  than  manage  and  enforce 
decisions  for  the  public. 

Federal  policy  changes  so  rapidly  there  is  a  credibility  gap. 
The  BLM  is  out  to  put  ranchers  out  of  business. 

What  will  become  of  us  (ranchers)  with  BLM.  This  year  is  bad. 

For  most  ranchers  this  BLM  thing  is  the  toughest  thing  we  have  had  for  years. 
We  will  fight  to  survive.  We  like  this  life.  People  are  already  gone  if  they 
can't  take  it  here. 

The  State  should  take  over  BLM  lands,  either  control  or  own  the  lands.   BLM 
has  done  a  fair  job  with  mining,  has  not  kicked  people  off  their  claims. 

The  BLM  grazing  report  (Nevada  report)  was  written  from  outside,  Colorado  or 
somewhere  where  they  do  not  understand  the  conditions  and  dry  land  here. 

BLM  should  enforce  trespass  cases  more.         • 

BLM  and  the  USFS  do  not  listen  to  operating  cattlemen. 

BLM  is  a  piecemeal  operation;  take  a  man  alone  and  bend  him  around  to  get  BLM 
work  done.  ;' 

4 •  Mijii_ng,  Ranching,  Farming. 

We  have  great  ore  and  water  around  Lovelock;  we  could  use  it  if  the  government 
would  be  less  strict  and  people  more  creative. 

Geologists  nowadays  either  want  a  fee,  or  want  to  be  a  producer,  which  is  hard 
work.  Most  just  want  a  fee. 

Geothermal  rules  are  bad,  too  limiting. 

Big  ranches,  farms  are  bad  for  areas  because  it  means  fewer  families  in  the 
town  and  nearby  area;  when  there  are  more  people  there  is  more  interest  in  each 
other,  and  probably  also  more  local  business  activity. 

Probably  about  a  quarter  to  a  fifth  of  the  ranches  around  Humboldt  County  are 
corporate  owned;  others  are  all  family-based. 

Today  there  are  about  30-40  ranches  in  Humboldt  County.   We  are  so  few  compared 
to  the  numbers  of  people  in  town,  and  wc  have  little  influence  on  them  now. 
They  used  to  wait  for  us  to  come  in  and  pay  our  bills  once  a  year. 
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Corporations  come  in  and  put  high  prices  on  a  ranch;  these  are  too  high  for  a 
young  man  to  buy  in  and  get  started. 

Nevada  ranching  uses  archaic  methods,  but  they  lack  water,  so  what  can  they  do? 
Is  the  land  really  so  bad?  This  is  a  dry  year. 

One  family  has  several  males  who  might  take  over  the  ranch,  except  they  all  are 
very  allergic  to  alfalfa. 

In  the  past  five  to  10  years,  fewer  purchasers  of  ranches  are  legitimate  operators; 
they  do  not  have  to  live  on  their  land.  They  are  speculators. 

Corporate  ranches  rape  the  land.   I  see  fences  and- buildings  in  decay  on  some 
places.  The  land  is  not  used. 

When  we  first  came  to  Orovada  20  years  ago,  this  land  was  all  sagebrush.  Now 
look  at  it  --  some  people  around  here  have  been  offered  a  thousand  dollars 
per  acre  to  sell. 
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Appendix  B.   Information  and  Questions  from  District  Staff 

Cultural  Management 

National  register  nominations  are  currently  being  prepared  for  High  Rock 
Canyon,  Humboldt  Cave,  and  Painted  Cave.  What  kinds  of  protection,  interpre- 
tation, and  development  does  the  public  desire  for  these  sites?  What  other 
sites  should  be  nominated,  protected,  or  developed?  Hardin  City  should 
be  addressed  specifically.  Cal-Neva  has  taken  an  interest  in  this  site. 

Is  the  public  aware  of  legislation  protecting  cultural  resources  and  if  so, 
what  is  their  attitude  toward  it?  What  are  the  foci  of  public  interest  in 
cultural  resources?  Organized  amateur  groups  include  the  HumArchs  and  the 
AmArchs.  Trails  West,  Inc.,  is  a  private  organization  concerned  with  historic 
trails. 

What  reasons  does  the  professional  community  give  for  preservation  of  cultural 
resources?  Institutions  with  a  research  interest  in  this  District  include 
the  University  of  California  at  Berkeley,  the  Nevada  State  Museum,  and  the 
Desert  Research  Institute.  The  Nevada  Historical  Society  also  has  professional 
involvements . 

Questions  about  paleontological  resources  parallel  those  about  cultural  resources, 
What  sites  should  be  preserved  and  developed?  What  are  attitudes  toward  and 
reasoning  behind  protective  efforts?  What  are  sources  of  interest  in  this 
resource?  Both  professional  and  general  public  attitudes  should  be  considered. 
The  University  of  Nevada  at  Reno  and  the  University  of  California  at  Berkeley 
have  research  interest  in  this  area. 

Domestic  Livestock  Grazing 

It  is  generally  agreed  by  professional  Resource  Conservationists  that  riparian 
(streambank)  habitat  in  Nevada  is  in  poor  condition.   Do  you  agree  with  this? 
What  are  the  causes?  What  should  be  done  to  correct  the  poor  condition?  Are 
domestic  livestock  and  wildlife  compatible? 

Are  the  cowboy,  cattle  and  sheep  part  of  the  western  scene  (the  same  as 
the  buffalo  and  the  antelope)? 

How  do  you  see  BLM's  role  in  livestock  grazing  management? 

Lands  §  Realty 

What  kinds  of  priority  should  BLM  give  to  land  cases  such  as  exchanges  (public 
for  private),  rights-of-way,  public  sales,  resolving  occupancy,  trespasses,  etc. 

Should  public  lands  be  disposed  of  at  all? 

There  is  presently  a  lot  of  discussion  as  to  gi\ring  the  public  lands  to  the 
State.  Should  this  be  done?  What  chances  would  result? 
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Minerals 

Do  people  even  think  of  mining?  Are  they  aware  of  the  role  that  minerals 
play  in  their  everyday  life,  e.g.  cars,  homes,  tools,  food,  heating,  cooling, 
etc.?   Before  people  express  feelings  concerning  the  positive  and  negative 
aspects  of  mining,  they  should  at  least  be  aware  of  its  everyday  impacts. 

What  is  the  solitude  and  setting  of  the  Black  Rock  Desert,  Blue  Lakes,  and 
other  areas  worth  in  relation  to  other  uses  (mining,  geothermal,  grazing,  etc, 

Should  abandoned  mining  towns  be  leveled  and  cleaned  up  so  the  area  may  once 
again  resemble  its  original  state,  or  should  tb?e  towns  or  mines  be  protected 
as  historical  sites  for  people  to  visit? 

Should  rockhounding  and  fossil  hunting  be  allowed?   Should  there  be  more 
stringent  controls?   Should  there  be  any  controls? 

Should  artifacts,  fossils,  historical  sites,  etc.  be  sacrificed  for  mineral 
development?   Should  mineral  development  be  sacrificed  for  these  and  other 
resources? 

How  do  people  view  exploration  and  development  excavations?  Do  they  provide 
variety  in  the  valley-mountain  landscape?  Do  they  have  a  negative  impact  on 
the  people?   Is  the  benefit,  if  any,  worth  the  cost  in  terms  of  land  impact? 

What  do  people  think  of  the  affect  that  large  scale  mining  and  milling  opera- 
tions have  on  local  communities,  in  terms  of  increased  population,  job  oppor- 
tunities, improvements  funded  by  additional  tax  revenue?  Does  population  inci 
bring  problems?   Is  it  worth  it? 

Are  all  the  gravel  pits  we  have  necessary?  How  do  people  feel  about  gravel 
pits  and  the  condition  they  are  in?  Unsightly?  Too  close  to  the  road?  Of 
no  concern? 

Watershed 

Should  BLM  be  involved  in  the  protection  of  water  quality  or  concerned  with 
water  yield  from  important  watersheds,  such  as  Thomas  Canyon  and  Water  Canyon 
near  Winnemucca? 

What  part  should  BLM  play  in  development  and  maintenance  of  rural  roads? 

Do  people  know  what  erosion  is  and  how  it  can  and  does  affect  them? 

Does  erosion  contribute  to  dust  storms  in  Wirmemucca?   Is  the  erosion  man- 
caused  (mining,  farming,  off -road  vehicles,  grazing,  construction)? 

Fire 

Should  we  control  wild  fires? 

Should  we  control  them  on  private  property,  when  threatening  private  building: 
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Fire 

Should  we  control  wild  fires? 

Should  we  control  them  on  private  property,  when  threatening  private  buildings? 

Wild  Horses 

What  effects  do  wild  horse  and  burro  populations  have  on  domestic  livestock 
grazing  programs  on  ational  esource  ands? 

Should  the  Bureau  establish  wild  horse  ranges  where  known  populations  of  wild 
horses  and  burros  would  be  located;  or  should  populations  of  wild  horses  and 
burros  be  maintained  in  areas  where  they  presently  exist  only? 

What  disposal  methods  within  the  current  laws,  for  removal  of  excess  numbers 
of  wild  horses  and  burros  are  socially  acceptable  to  the  public?  Shooting? 
Use  of  airplanes? 

What  wild  horse  and  burro  population  levels  are  acceptable  to  the  public? 
Should  domestic  livestock  use  be  reduced  to  provide  forage  for  these  popu- 
lations? 

Should  domestic  livestock  or  wild  horse  and  burro  populations  be  reduced  in 
areas  where  forage  overutilization  is  occurring? 

What  does  the  average  urban-oriented  person  visualize  when  speaking  of  wild 
horses  and  burros?  What  does  the  average  rural-oriented  person  visualize? 

Is  the  urban  and  rural,  non-agricultural  Nevada  public  aware  of  the  real  wild 
horse  and  burro  situation?  Do  they  consider  wild  horse  and  burro  populations 
near  extinction,  endangered,  rare,  small,  moderate  or  abundant?  Could  wild  horse 
and  burro  populations  be  tapped  as  a  source  of  economic  return  or  as  a  meat 
source  for  institutions,  poor  families  and  other  welfare  programs? 

Wildlife 

There's  a  tendency  for  individuals  with  livestock  interests  to  disagree  with 
the  complete  protection  afforded  to  raptors,  especially  the  golden  eagle. 

The  deer  populations  have  reached  unusually  low  levels.  Many  groups ; propose 
a  closed  season.  To  what  do  people  attribute  the  low  deer  populations? 

Plant  and  Animal  Control 


Should  BLM  encourage  or  discourage  control  of  ground  squirrels,  coyotes, 
bobcats,  Mormon  crickets,  other  predators  and  problem  or  noxious  weeds  on  the 
public  lands? 

Recreation 

Should  BLM  provide  facilities  for  recreation  en  public  lands?  What  types? 
Where?  Is  ORV  a  recreational  use?  Should  BLM  collect  fees  for  individual 
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event  users  pay?  Are  any  recreational  uses  of  public  lands  destructive? 
If  so,  which  ones?  Picking  up  arrowheads?   Is  this  a  recreational  use?   Is 
this  against  the  law?  What  do  you  think  is  a  primitive  area? 

Rank  in  priority  what  you  feel  is  the  best  use  of  the  public  lands  in  Nevada: 
agriculture,  grazing,  mining,  recreation,  wildlife  management  (natural  flora, 
fauna).   In  general,  are  the  public  lands  in  Nevada  more  scenic  along  major 
highways  or  along  the  off-highway  dirt  roads? 

To  what  degree  has  man's  activities  changed  the  natural  character  of  Nevada's 
public  lands:  not  significant,  little,  considerable  change.   If  change  has 
occurred,  do  you  consider  it  improved  for  use  of  public  land  or  destructive? 
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